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Author's Abstract 



The purpose of this study was to further develop the 
Diagnostic Survey for Leadership Improvement (DSLI) and to 
determine its reliability and validity. A national strat- 
ified random sample of school systems (118 schools) 
participated in a three-year study which involved a pre- an 
^ost'-survey administration. 

Split-half estimates of the DSLI ' s reliability were 
computed. These estimates came in terms of the Pearson 
product-moment correlation coefficients which were then 
corrected by the Spearman-Brown Prophesy Formula. The 
reliability coefficients exceeded .9-6 and were significant 
at the .0001 level in every instance. Content validity _ 
was demonstrated in relationship to Rensis Likert s ^rofil 
of Oif^ni national Characteristics." Data results were sub- 
jected to a Principal Components Analysis and the obtained 
factor matrices were clarified through Varimax orthogonal 
rotation. These results demonstrated construct validity, 
i.e., the items in the DSLI do accurately and adequately 
support Likert 's theoretic structure. A practical utility 
experiment (construct validity) demonstrated that scores 
for targeted DSLI items change significantly (.05 level). 

In conclusion, the DSLI has added to the available, 
theory development and its accompanying technology. The 
DSLI is a reliable and valid diagnostic survey which can 
be used for both research and field leadership improvement 
purposes . 



3 



iii 



TABLE OF CONTENTS - 

AUTHOR'S ABSTRACT ^i^^ 

LIST OF TABLES 

LIST OF FIGURES 

CHAPTER . ^ . ^ 

I. INTRODUCTION .- 1 

Management Theory ...... '2 

♦ The Classical Theory 2 

The Human Relations Theory ........ 2 

/ ■ ■ ■ 

The Modern Synthesis 3 

The Systems Approach .... . . . • 4 

General Systems . Theory . . - . v^i . - • • ^ 

Open Systems ^ 

Organizational Effectiveness or Health . 6 

Organisational Health • 7 

Instruments Widely Used/ to Study = - 

Educational Leadership 7 

The teadership' Behavior Description ^ 

Questionnaire (LBDQ) . . - . - . • - • • 8 

^ Leadership Behavior Description 

Questionnaire — Ideal Form. 

(LBDQ-Ideai) . .. . . . .... . - .. • 8 

i • . ■ ■ ■ ■■ 

Fiedler's Least Preferred 

Coworker Scale . ^ 8 

■ " * 

\. ■ ,iv • . 

- . ■ \. ■ 1. ' ' 

■ • ,'■'*' 

-• > • . . . ■ 

ERIC 



Organizational. Climate Description 

, Questionnaire . . ..... . r • • • • 

Summary . . v*;*^ • • • * * • • • * * .* * * 

Rensis Likert's Model for Increasing 

Organizational. Effectiveness • 

High Producing Managers • • . . . • • 

Diagnostic Survey for Leadership 

improvement \, • 

Unintended Consequences . . . . . . . • • 

Organization Development (OD) . . . . • 

Summary .......... 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES . . . . . 

The Sample , . , . . . 

System Selection , . . . 

School Selection 

Selection of Staff Participants ...... 

Selection of Student Participants . . . . 

Assignment of Subject Area 
' Response Designations ... • . • • . 

Diagnostic Survey Development . . . . . . • 

Early Stages of the SODQ-DSLI .... . 

Item Development 1970 to 1973 . . ." . . 

Item Development 1973 to 1976 . .... 

Factor 1 - Confidence arid Trust . * . 

Factor 2 - Communication ...... 

Factor 3 - Control . . . . • v • • 

Factor 4 - Decision-Making . . . . . 

Factor 5 - Interaction- Influence . . 



Directions for Improvement 40 

Factor 1 - Confidence and Trust .... 41 

Factor 2 - Communication . . . . • • • 41 

Factor 3 - Control 41 

Factor 4 - Decision'-Making . • • • • • 41 

Factor 5 - Interaction- Influence • • • 41 . 

The use and Administration of the DSLI .... 42 

4 2 

Purposes 

use 

Directions, for Administering 

the DSLI .... .... 44 

Scoring, and Reporting . 44 

Scoring 43 

Means^ • • 

Discrepancy Score . . . . . . • . • • • 4 6 

Intensity Score . . . . .... . . . • 47 

Intensity Score Scale . . * V * 

Reporting . . .* ' .. . . • • • 

- Information About Subgroups Page ... 52 

.. All liems - Total Subgroup Page . ... 52 

Individual Items Pages ........ 54 

-iFactor Summary Page .......... 54 

■* jt \ ' ' 

Critical Items Pages . . . . . . • . . 54 

i ■ , 

■ ■ ■ ! ■ "'^ ■ 5 5 

Action Plans . . . • • • • • • • ' \\ ' ' ' V 

Student/Overall School Actioh Plans ... . 55 

.. i ' ' ' 

■• ' ♦ " * . 

■. vi . ■ ■ 



ERIC 



' Faculty /Overall School Action Plans . . . 

Students/Specific Subject Area 

Action Plans . • • 

Teachers/Department Heads 

Ac^tion Plans ^ ..... . 

Other Certified. Staff /Central Office 
;> Action Plans • . . • • * ' • •.• • 

RELIABILITY . . ' . . • • . • • • • v • • - • • ' 

Reliability . . . • • • • r • • • • • 

Introduction . . . • • • ' / • * * ' ' 

Reliability of the DSLI V . . . . . , . . 
Measures of Stability 

Measures of Internal Consistency . . . 

Validity 

Introduction . • 

» Content Validity • , • • . . : • • • • • 
Criterion-Related Validity • ..• 

Construct Validity • 

Content Validity of the DSLI . . • . . . . 
* Construct Validity of the DSLI 
Principal Components Analysis 
^ Measures -of Logical Consistency . . . • • 
Measures of Practical Utility • . . • • • 
Hypothesis l.I • . . • • • ' 

Hypothesis 1.2 • . . . • • • • • 
Hypothesis 1.3 . . • • • • • ' \ ' 

' vii 



Hypothesis 2.1 . . . . v • • • • • - v . ^ 

Reliability and; Validity Conclusions . \ . . . 85, 

" The Preparation of Norms for the pSLI . . . . ' 86 

'IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ... . • • • • 

" Conclusions and Recommendations . . ...... 106. 

Conclusions .... . . . • . - ^* . . - . ;106 

' 107 ' 

Recommendations • - . a.^/ 

- _ Research -'•.^^ 



erJc 



School Leadership Diagnosis and 

Improvement • • • • .• • • * 

108 



Siammary . . • • • • • • • • • .• . r • • ' 

' .... 109 

REFERENCES . 

APPENDICES 

A The Chronological Procedure of the Study . . . . 114 

B School systems and Schools in National ' 
Study 



C 



DSLI' Directions for Improvement* . . . . • • • • 1^8 



D Diagnostic Survey for Leadership Improvement 

and Instructions for Administration ..... 

E Factor Analyses Is and Should Be 

Dimensions; All Levels . . . . - . • • • • • 

F Mean and Standard Deviations of Is, and 

Should Be Dimensions, . - 

aild /Intensity Scores, by Item . . ..... 

\ ■ ■ ■ -j 

17 8 

G Practical Utility Study . . i .v • ' : 



H Report Sample 



• • 

vm 



198 



LIST OF TABLES 



ERIC 



Table 



1 Sample Allocation to School- System by 
Size of System 



5 Long-Term Stability Coefficients of jbh'e Sum 
' of the "Ten Most Intense Items" ... .' < • ' 



11 Random Selection of Schools to Participate in .. 

Feedback Model Implementation . . . . . • .>. 



12 General Hypothesis One i "Mann-Whitney U Test . ■ 

13 General' Hypothesis One: . Mean Change Scores' . 

14 ■ ^neral Tlypothesis; Two : Mann-Whitney U -Test . 

15 General Hypothesis Two: Mean Change Scores . 

16 Norms: All Schools Combined - Students and 

Teachers to Department Levels . . . • • 



9 

ix 



-25 



Distribution of Selected Schg,ol-.Sys terns • 

by Stratum . . . .-^-.-zT' — .. . . . . . • • ^ • • '2b 

^ Number of Total .Participants in the ^ . 

.■ National Sample . . 30 

. . 4 Number of Participants in the Subject Areas ... 31 

. . 60 

6 .Odd-Even Reliability Coef f iaients ........ 

. 7 Summary of Principal Components Analyses . . . . ' 69 

8 Student to Non-Student Variance Comparison . . . . 73 

9 Is to Should BC5 Means Comparison: Students 
/ and Non-Students to the Overall. School- . . • 74 

10 Kruskal-Wallis Testt Comparison of Gain Scores. . 76 



78 
81 
d2 
83 
84 

89 



ERIC 



Table ■ y " 

17 Norm^': All schools Combined - Students to ' 
- leachers ' . . . • • • • • . • • • * • v • o " * * 

18 Noiriti^: . All Schools Combined - Teachers to * _ 

I50partment Heads . . . • • • .• • • • • • ' • . . 

19 * Noriti6.: All Schools Combined - Students to • ; 

overall School 

20 Noortn^: .All Schools Combined - Non- Students . ^ . _ 

to Overall School . - . i r • • • •. v • • • ' * 

21 NorxflS: All Schools Combined - Other Certified ^ 
• * • Stafie to system Level . . .• • > • ' • 

22 NorttiS: .-Elementary School Respohdents - 

. Non-Studehts to Overall School • 

23 NorttiS: Middle School Respondents - Students ^ 

and Teachers, to Department . . . . . . . .. • . . 

24 Norms:' Middle school Respondents - Students 

to Teachers . 

2'5 ^. Nortns: . Middle School Respondents - Teachers 

to Department Heads ........ • • 

26 Norms: Middle School Respon4ents - Students 

to Overall School • 

^27 Nbritis: Middle School Respondents - Non-Students ^ 
^ to Overall School 



28 Norms: secondary School, Respondents - 

Students arid Teachers to Department J-ux 

29 Norms: secondary school Respondents - _ 
•' • Students to.. Teachers ....... .° • • • ' • " 

30 'Norms: Secondary School Respondents - 

teachers to Department Heads ... . . . . • • • • -^^^ 

•31. 4.Norms: Secondary School Respondents - - i n4 

Students to Overall School . . . • • • • • • • 

32 ■ Notms: Secondary School Respondents - 

Non-Students to Overall School . . . . ' • • -^u^ 



V 



X 



LIST OF FIGURES 



Figure ., " . 

1 L.-ikert's Organizational Variables . . . . . . • . 16 

2 Approximation Formula a,nd a Sample 

Illustrating the Random Selection of Schools 

by School Enrollment Data ........... 29 

.3 An Illustration of the Difference Between*^ 

Discrepancy and Intensity Scores . .• . . . • . 4^: 

'4\ An Illustration of the Computation of 
Intensity Scores for Positive and 

Negative Discrepancies * . . . - . . . • • • • ^9 



11 



EKLC 



CHAPTER I 



introduction 



John Gardner (1963) stated' that, the tides of change 
which move society on to, new solutions or catastrophes 
run deeper than the swirling events of the day. He 
claimed that one of the deep tidal currents - perhaps , 
the most fateful - is the movement over recent centuries 
toward the creation of even larger, more complex, and more 
highly organized social groupings.^ It is a" vital trend 
with great implications for the schools and other institu- 
tions in our society, for continuous growth depends _ 
ultimately upon the ihdividual and the groups to which he 
belongs . 

■ The tidal current of large organisations as a fact of . 
liffe in educational institutions gives rise to the need for 
looking closely- at the organi\zation and administration ot 
schools.* John Miner (1967) started a research proj^pt^n— 
an attempt to establish sele^tion^-proGedures for school 
...administrators -and end-d hil Study by stressing organiza- 
tional character, because. the data could not be^explained 
in terms of the occupation based selection models with 
which he began' the study. y 

It is this problem of awareness that 
studies of . organizational character "■ 
-such as those presented in Part 3, can . 
overcome.' By applying a clinical-, ' . 
approach to the analysis of organiza- . 
tions, using appropriate measurement 
techniques, it is possible to describe .. 
the character Of a particular school- " -~ 

district at a. point in time.. ✓ Given 
this knbwlecge' of existing structures, - 
steps can ^be taken to introduce- change, 
' ' if tliis seems appropriate ; . . .An afnalo- 
gous -diagnostic oi-, descriptive process 
at the level of the crucial variables 
may well be a necessary condition for ^ 
organizational change as well. Just . . 
•' ■■ ■ ,as salient aspects of his personality . 



are often hidden from an individual s 
^awareness, so apparently ar^ many 
. crucial variables of organizational 

character hidden from the members. 
(Miner, 1967, p. 86) 

It is the identification of the ci-ucial variables and 
means of measuring them wherein lies a ma^or problem related 
to the organization, administration, and productive effect- 
iveness of schools. The purpose, of this study was to 
identify some of the crucial variables in school organizations 
and to develop a reliable and valid instrument to measure 
them. „ > . ■ , ..;vv,_ . . ' 

Management Theory 



A short review of management theory is given to^help 
under-stand the ! developmental nature underlying oW attemp 
to cope With life in organizations. \ 



The Classical Theory . • . 

The classical theory emergedf in the ^ P^^^ ^jj^ 
nresent century. Writers such asJDennison (1931), GulicK 
and Swick a937) , Urwick (1947) ; Mooney (1947) , and Taylor 
X194'8) iSilt ;their theories of organization and the ad^.n- , 
iitrative processes aroUnd such basic constructs as : task 
sSeciaiiza?ion, chain of * command, unity of direction, and 
spin of coni?oi. The classical- thdory was built around 
these basic constructs and the Concept of "economic man",- 
i^e!! p3op?e SSrk primarily for the economic rewards^ which 
the organization provides. ^ \ ; • 

In the classical view there is a pyramidal structure 
with- pSwer centered in .the hands of those' at the .top of . the 
nvrLir^Thl old army structure -best. represents this l.ine 
and stkff organization and the flow of authority fi^om the. 
top to the bottom.. - . ' 



vT • The Human delations, 'rfrieory ■ 

Whereas the classical theory might be 7^;^^ ..J 
fundamentally structuralist: in design; the human relations 
SeorrmJght^e. viewed as antist^^^^^^ Another way 

of sStiig these differences isV pointing out that the 
• cLssica? theoJists ' emphasize the formal aspects of prgan- 

- Jza^ioS and the human ?elationists emphasize the informal 

structure. * 

■ 13'^ ■■ . 
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The move to a human relations emphasis began with the 
discovery of the "Hawthorne Effect." Elton Mayo 
(Roethlisberger and Dickson, 1942) ^howeil the existence of 
an entirely different panorama of how people function in 
organizations . , 

In schools, this discovery, of the importance of the 
group took the- form, of "democratic supervision',' and to a 
lesser degree "democratic administration." In the 1950 |s 
many educational authorities emphasized the human relations 
approach in their writings. W. A. Yauch (1949), Kimball 
Wiles (1950)-, John Bartky (1953), and Mackenzie ist al . (1954) 
are among the respected educational authorities who advocated 
the hum^n relations approach. 

The Modern Synthesis 

Faber and Shearron (1970, p. 97) claimed that modern 
theory began when equal attention was first given to formal 
and informal organization; when the first scholar began to 
put the contributions from bureaucratic theory, scientific 
management, and human relations in proper perspective. One 
of the first writers to make this attempt was Chester 
Barnard . 

Barnard (1938) pointed out that the cla^ss'ical theory of 
organization as defined by its proponents is unworkable. 
According to him, the organization functions through the 
interactions of individuals. People bring the formal organ- 
ization into action and to study and,^ understand organizations 
one must know about which individuals 

receive from the organization, the relationship of the formal 
and informal organization, and the ^importance of communica- 
tion. Barnard stressed the pointx that there are important 
differences between effectiveness aniii efficiency. 

Bari^ard~cl^imed that the informal organization had to 
be taken into account in all organization settings. The 
classical theorists missed this point that Barnard made so ; 
well that no matter how well the formal organization is 
planned, the activities and interactions of all its. members 
(informal organization) wilO. not conform strictly to the^ 
blueprint. Once formal organizations are established, they 
inevitably create and nourish informal or.ganizations . 

Chris Argyris (1957) made the point that whenever the 
goals, values, or norms of the informal organization are m 
opposition to those of the formal, the results are disruptive. 
Argyris argued for a "Reality-Centered" leadership style- 



which should attempt to bring congruence between formal 
organization demands and informal organization needs. 

On the basis of Barrtard's work, one might reasonably 
defin^ the formal organization as a system of conscious 
cooiSfnatId activities; Whereas, the informal organization 
is unconscious, indefinite, and unstructured. .Barnard 
showed°So5 intimate the relationship -^^^^^^^/^^ H^,,^, 
These theories of Barnard were further developed by Herbert 
A Simon a947) who expanded Barnard 's ideas about authority 
aAd Se formal organization by dealing with the way that the 
o?gaSzat?on influences the decisions of ^^e individual 
Some of these modes of influence include: J^^^ority, commu 
nication, training efficiency, and * 
Ai?horlty, according to Simon, involves an expectation of 
oSS?ence by one and a willingness to obey by another. 

In the field of industrial management, McGregor, Blake 
and Mouton! Likert and Argyris, among other authorities, 
have been conducting research and writing 

bring the formal and the informal ^^^^'f^^^f ^^3^^^^ ^s 
^oij,?-innshiD Among others, some prominent theorists 
ItiSmp?;ng ?o aTtd same thing in educational administra- 
tion haJe^een Getzels and Guba (1957) , Guba (I960) , 
Hemphill (1962), Halpin (1966) , and Griffiths (1969). 

Robprt Owens (1970), p. 46) gives further support to 
the position that present day views of organizations 
aene?any Represent some kind of synthesis of two earlier- 

Sonceots the formal organization and the informal 
o?iL5zaSon!-^-He^ 

organization. differing ideas about organizational 

theory an? Sat'iL'preIe;t%.riod represents- a synthesis 
of earlier points of view and new knowledge and under- 
sLndlig ?he present view then hold J t^^^ ^^st 

-s^iiL^rh^aii^trrSti^sr^tL^^o^af r • - 

organization ana the informal structure. . . 

The Systems Approach 

^ho ==il-ahlishinent of the formal and informal aspects pf 
org.„Satio^1ed1^ ?he consideration of a systems approach. 



General Systems Theory - 

General systems theory is designed to be an all- 
inclusive way to view the interrelationships among various 
elements and the whole in much the same way as Gestalt 
psychology does. Gordon Hearn (1958, p. 38) stated .that 
general system theorists believe that it is possible to 
represent all forms of animate, and inanimate matter as 
systems. Applications of systems theory to industrial 
management has. been promoted by British scholars at the 
Tavistock Institute. One of the ideas growing out of the 
Tavistock studies (Kast and Rosenzweig, 1970) is that of a 
sociotechnical system. According to this view, any produc- 
tive organization or part thereof is a combination of 
technology and a social . system. Technology includes task 
requirements, physical layout, equipment available, and the 
like. The social system is the system of relationships 
among people who must perform the tasks. 

The modern view states in essence that" school organi- 
zations should be considered as technical and as social 
systems interacting within a general systems framework. - 
Individuals in social relationship make up the psychosocial 
subsystem. The general atmosphere is affected by many, 
variables; some integral , some peripheral. Societal culture 
sets an. overall framework; educational mores and practices 
have an impact; and many other variables are pecuj-iar uo 
the specific educational organization. Technology and struc- 
ture affect educational organizational productivity, as do 
the attitudes and morale of the students and staff involved. 



The. Getiels-Guba (1957 , /.o. 423-441) model which ; 
describes the organization . .b a social system having an - 
organizational (nomothetic) and a personal (idiographic) 
dimension has been used as the theoretical framework for a 
number of school organizational studies. Some of these 
studies are flescribed by Getzels, Lipham, and Campbell 
(1968). Chris Argyris (1957, 1964) has identified dimensions 
similar to • the idiographic and nomothetic and has used^ this 
framework to investigate organizational behavior in industry. 
The researcher has applied Argyris V framework to^ the study 
of organizational behavior in schools (Byrnes and Mullen, 
1959) .. 



Open Systems 

Amatai 
bution of mo 
its concern to include: 



Amatai Etzioni (1964, p.. 49) summarized the contri- 
bution of modern theory by stating that it has broadened 



1. Both formal and., informal elements of the organi- 
zation and their articulation; » ' ■ 

2 The scope of informal groups and the relations _ 
' between such groups inside and outside the organi- 
zation; 

3. Both lower and higher ranks; „ . 

4. Both social gfcJ material rewards and their effects. 

on each othex-? . . ^ • 4. 

5. The interaction between the organization and its 

environment; . 

6. Both work and nonwork organizations. 

Etzioni claimed that this broader view enriches the study- 
of any single element by providing a context withm which 
to place it and points of reference for judging its impor- 
tance to the organization. 

open systems are characterized by input-output relation- 
ships with their environment, and according to Griffiths 
(1959, pp. 116-117) open systems are further characterized 
by : 

1. Tending to maintain themselves in steady states,- 

2. Being self -regulating; . . Tti^ 

3. Displaying equif inality; that is, identical results 
can be obtained from different initial conditions-; 

4. ' Operating, in part, through the dynamic interplay 

of subsystems which operate as functional processes 

5. Maintaining, in part, their steady states through 
feedback processes. 



Or ganizational Effectiveness or Health 

-Systems theory shows promise for use in evaluating 
organizations. Owens (1970, p. 5^) pointed out that tradi- 
tionally, organizations - including schools -have been 
evaluated in terms of goals set for them < Sinc^^^J.^^? ..^ 
rare occasion when an organization |ully achieves all of its 
goals, this goal-model evaluation of organization only tends 
to make the evaluation almost always negative m tone. 
Etzioni (1964, pp. 16-17) stated that low ^ ^°;L^^^^^f 
a general characteristic of organizations. He described 
goal-model evaluat^ion as: 

analagous to an electrical engineer 
who would rate all light bulbs 
"ineffective" since they convert 
only about 5 percent of their 



electrical energy into light,, the 
rest being "wasted" on heat. 
(Etzioni, 1964, pp. 16-17) , 

Organizational Health 

Chris Argyris (1964, p. 123)' used tlie concept of . 
organization effectiveness in much the same way that Miles 
(1965, p. 17) and Bennis (1966, p. 44) used the term organi- 
zational health. For Argyris effectiveness hinges on;the 
organization's ability to: achieve its goals, maintain 
itself internally, and adapt to its environment'. Organi- 
zational health or effectiveness according to these writers 
refers to the processes through which the organization 
approaches problems. Most of the -techniques which have been 
uled for measuring the effectiveness of an organization have 
been characterized by some kind of self-study approacn. ^ 
Owens (1970, p. 170) listed some of the kinds of survey data 
which are meaningful to the study of organizational health 
of schools: 1. -y-- 

1, How decisions are made and how they should be made; 

2. Morale; ^ ,. . . 
3: The relationships between teachers and principals, 
4! How the school relates to the community; .'y 

5. Communication - its adequacy and clarity; \ 

6. Organizational climate; , \ ^.u 

■ 7, How satisfied people are with their roles in the 
school and why; . ^ ^1. 

8. Goals of the school and how-to interpret them. 

The systems" apprl^ch^f^^^^^ 
adds a dimension which has been largely neglected; i.e*, 
an examination of the operating relationships "hich^shoyid 
exist in order for the organization to function effectively, 
in order to do this it is important to establish the organ- 
izational processes which determine the ^f fectiveness^or ^ 
health of thfe operating relationships.- To ^^J^ ' , ^gP^JJ^ 
that these processes haye .not been clearly established; and, 
although instrumentation to measure organizational healthy 
(climate) is' available there are only meager data to support 
the claims made. • 

tl ■ • • ■ 

Instruments Widely Used to Study 
Educational Leadership 



In this section the most widely used instruments i 
study of educational leadership are reviewed . 



" The Leadership Behavior Description 

Questionnaire (LBDQT .. ., 

The LBDQ (Hemphill, 1950; Hemphill and Coons, 1957; 
q<-ncrr^ill 19 69) a product of the Ohio Leadership . Studies, 
was'originaJly des?gned to measure nine constructs^pertxnent 
to leadership behavior. Through factor analysis these nine 
constructs were reduced to two basic dimensions. The two 
resultant dimensions were defined as •■'Initiating Structure 
and "Consideration" (Hemphill, 1950) . Stogdill (1974) 
reviewed 60 studies which used the LBDQ. Lowm, Hrapchak, . 
and Kavanaqh (1969) conducted a survey of ^^t^^. ^^^^^JJ?^^^ 
and concluded that the LBDQ was measuring different things 
in different situations. They (Lowin, 1969, p. 240) also 
indicated that "Initiating Structure" and "Consideration 
may have positive, zero, or negative correlations with 
effectiveness and morale indices. Hemphill (1949) and 
Lipham (1964) both claimed that their research indicated 
that the initiating structure scale seems to be multidimen- . 
sional .-in- spite of- these-cauirioi ST-^-H^^ ? ' ^ted 

noted that studies were still being published which treated 
"Initiating Structure" as unidimensional . ^ 7 

Le adership Behavior Description 
Questionnaire - Ideal Form 
(LBDQ-Ideal) ^ 

Hemphill, Siegel, and Westie (1951) developed an "Ideal 
Form" o? the LbDQ. This form differed from the LBDQ in that 
it asked questions about how an ideal leader would behave 
Hemphil l et al. (1 951) found tha^Jt^^d^l^^PJ^^^^^^^^^^^ 

-miHbers- ' expectati ^^^^-^PTerning^^ tTieir observationS-of , 
the leader's consideration and structure were more^highly 
related to various measures of group performance than were 
expectations or observed behavior on the two scales.^ ^Itlt 

' (1957) used this Ideal Form with educational administrators 
and fdund that the leader's ideal of how he should^^behave 
was not highly related to his behavior as described by - 
subordinates. Since the LBDQ Ideal Form is based -on the 
same items and concepts ;as are found in the LBDQ, it is , 
sub j ect to the same limi tations>: and^^ 
LBDQ.' 

Fiedler's Least Preferred .- . 

Coworker Scale 

Fiedler's (1967) contingency model has generated _ ^ 
•considerable research.. This model^postulates that^a_ leader 
effectiveness is contingent upon three different factors of 



the sitiaation, which are :. (a») leader-member relations . 
(qrdup atmosphere); (b) task structure (requirements of the 
particular task) and, (c) the amount of , power there is- 
inherent in his position .-(Fiedler, 1967, pp. . 143-144) , 
High least preferred coworkers (LPC) leaders tend to^ be 
person-oriented, warm and friendly; whereas, low LPC leaders 
tend to be task-oriented, objective and distant (Fiedler, 
196.7) . • 

Graen, Orris, and Alvares (1971) and Graen, Alvares , 
Orris, and Martella (1970). failed to confirm Fiedler ' s^ 
findings. Hunt,'a971) found that low LPC managers and, high 
LPC supervis''ors had the best performing groups, while the 
poorest perf orininq 'groups were those with high LPC managers 
and low LPC supervisors. It was also found m the Hunt 
study that the two-level interaction effect predicted worker 
satisfaction better than either LPC effect alone. 

Oi?<^anizational 'Climate Description • . 

Quest i ohri a ir e " ( OCDQ )~ . 

Halpin and Croft (1962) felt tha't the LBDQ with its two 
factors did not adequately represent sxtuational^leadership . 
hPhavidr They developed four factors to describe the 
schoor Principal's I^ehavior and four to describe the behavio 
of teachers. The. OCDQ was designed to place schools on a 
continuum from closed to open climate. 

Kenney and Rentz ( 1970 ) reviewed 123 studies which used 
the OCDQ and concluded that some of the faults noted with 
the LBDQ.also applied to the OCDQ. They found that the 
-ra-cto-F-|Tructure underlying the instrument can be expected 
to shift radicariy.. ^ 

The Organizatiorial~ crimate. Description Q 
has generated hundreds of studier in-^this^. country ^^^^ many 
abroad, but these studies have been primaril.y-~-Correlationa± 
in nature. In addition, Halpin and Croft give r^oTiin^as^ 
to what might be done in a particular ^^^uation in order to 
attain a desirable climate. Andrew Hayes (197 2, p. 6) in 
his study, a Rea ppraisal of the" Organiza tional Climate 
n^LS tLn- Questionnaire , stated' that t he . OCDQ does not 
seem t g be applicable to u rban -schools /^y^=,^J|°^P°.^f 
out that the OCDQ items which are meant to be mdicator.s of 
a construct are beginning to be inadequate because of the. 
passage of time. 

Great changes have occurred in the schools -and in . _ 
society since the OCDQ was constructed. A process, such as 
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decision-making never changes, but a t^°^i^^„f$^™P^^3°^ted 
a decision made by a school adiranistrator_ can only be reacted 

to in relacionshiii' to the situation and ^i^f .^^i^^/Jtems 
occurs. Some of the' same criticisms of "time binding items 
and^"4 question of bow the inf^mation obtained might be 
uSefS for . increasing the effectiveness, of the organiz,ation 
arJ also applicable L the other instruments previously ^ 
described. ^ 

some other cautions have been raised about the. use of 
the OCDQ. Watkins (1968, pp. 46-60) and also Carver and 
Se?giovanni (1969) pointed, . . out that^ this ^^e 
developed for elementary schools and may not be appropriate 
fS o?her school settings.- The instrument tend s_ not... |^ 
valid for large, elementary schools -^^Jf ^jJ^^^^^i^J^J. ' 
large secondary schools. It is argued that the referent 
point principal needs to be changed to someone closer to 
the teachers. 

An additional problem related to determining organiza-^ 
tionaf effectiveness in schools with -i^^-?,^.;;^^^^?: 
ic! that few if any of these instruments attempt to measure 
the effect tiat the school organization has on students 
■ ^t may well be that student organizational dysfuncti^on is 
of far greater significance, to the- srchool, organization than ^ 
that of any other, group in the school . , ^ 

9 ' ' ■ 

Suitunary ^ 

The existing instruments focus P^i^^^^ijy^^^. ^^J/^^^!^^ 
of the school, but fail to take into account . that^hecli 
-^S^r^a^^kit^l^r schOT Ts-certm-l^^^^ influenced 
indT-e uj. a t' ■ ^^A^^'4^^ TVita-rpa is a need to 



bf ?he totar schSSr sjst^rclimate. There is a n,ed to 
cohs?der the organizational health of the total system as 
well as the health of the subsystems.' 

In orde'r to deal more effectively-^with organizational 
health" ?f seems that a systems approach is the most appro- 
pSate In taking a . systems approach students ne^^^^ > 
included in the population which is being surveyed and _ 
some attempt needs to be made to approach the examination of 

o?gan?zat?onal effectiveness th^°^?\'^^i^^'^?^,|^^g|||ffc " 
-xa?her"than "time-binding" acts which m a fast changing 

soci'ety become archaic »as soon as they are stated. 
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Rensis Likert's Model for Increasing 
Organizational Effectiveness 

Over a period of many years Likert has been conducting 
research in industry about factors in the structural, psycho- 
social, and managerial subsystems which contribute to 
increased organizational ef f ectivenes,s . He described this -, 
research and . some of the results obtained in two books - 
New Patterns of Management (1961) and The Human Organization 
(1967) . ~ . . 

Based upon the principle and practices of the managers^ 
who are achieving the best results, Likert (1961, pp. 97-118) 
revealed a newer theory of ; organization and management. The 
following section contains an abstract of some of the overall 
characteristics of Likert's theory and a general integrating 
principle which he felt can be useful in attempts to apply 
it, . 



~Hi"gh~Pro~dU'cing— Managers- — . 

The highest producing managers used all of the technical 
resources of the classical theories of management as com- . 
pletely as did the low producing managers , but m quite - 
diffe<t:ent ways. The difference was that high producing 
managers used motives which they believed to be important to 
influencing human behavior; whereas the low producing man- 
agers more often used direction, control, and motivation 
through the exercise of their status authority and the 
application of hierarchical and other economic pressures. 

--in-ii^c^TbY-tWiHg-^^ 

and group' motives, the high producing maTiagers had: developed^ 
thei? organizations into highly motivated, cooperative social 
systems wherein members' of the organization pulled con- 
-cirteaiy toward commonly accepted goals . which they had. helped 
to establish. 

How did these high producing managers do this? One 
' clue gathered from "the data showed that treating people as 

"human beings" rather than "cogs in a machine" is a variable 
r highly related to the attitudes and motivation" of the sutJ- 
ordinate at every level in the organization. 
- ' ■ • ■' ■ \ ■ 

Likert (1961, p. 102) showed through; his studies and . 
pointed out that similar data from, other studies revealed 
that subordinates reacted favorably to experiences which 
they felt were" supportive and contributed to their^ sense of 
importance and personal worth. Likert also poiMited out that 
.these findings are supported by substantial research on 

• ' . ■ ' ■ , : 22 : 
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personality development and group behavior.^ Everyone wants 
to feel that he has a place. in the/world and deserves 
appreciation, recognition, influence, a feeling* of accom- 
plishment, and a sense of dignity and' importance with other 
people. According^to Likert, research .findings indicated ^ 
that the general patterns of operations of . the . high producmg- 
managers more often reflect the following characteristics; 

1. A preponderance of favorable atti- , 
tudes on the part of each member pf 
the ^organization toward .all the other 
members, toward superiors, toward the ^ 
work, toward the organization - toward ' ; 
all aspects of the job. These favor- 
able attitudes reflect a high level of 
mutual confidence and trust throughout 
the organization. The members feel a 
high degree of identification with the 
organization ahd its objectives and a 
high sense of involvement , in achieving 
them. As a consequence, the perfor- ^ 
mance goals are high and dissatisfaction 
may occur whenever ■ach^i'evemeirt-rEal'^^^ 7 



short of goals set. 

This highly motivated, cooperative 
orientation; toward the organization 
and its objectives is achieved by 
capitalizing on all the major motiva- 
tional forces which exist in an - 
organizational setting. Reliance is 
not placed solely pn the economic 
motive of buying a' man' s time and^ 
using control and authority as tli^ 
organizing and coordinatihg principle 
of tjie organization. On the contrary, 
the following motives are all used ^ 
fully and in such a way that ; they 
function in a ""cumulative and rein^ 
forcing manner and yield favorable 
attitudes: ^ ^ , . 

/. . The ego motives. 
. • . . "The security motives. 

... Curiosity, creativity, and the 

, desire for neV experiences. 
.. The economic mptives*; 
By tapping all the motives which :yieW 
favorable and cooperative attitudes, 
maximum motivation oriented toward - 



• •• I . 

realizing the organization' s goals, 
afe well ^ as the needs of each member 
of the organization, is achieved. 

. The sUciiessful organization consists. . . 
.of a tightly knit, effectively, 
functioning social system. This social . 
■ system is made up of interlocki^ig work 
groups with a high degree ,of group 
loyalty among the members and favorable 
attitudes and trust :betwe en superiors 
and subordinates.. Sensitivity to others 
and skill in personal interaction and 
the functioning of groups are also 
present. -These skills permit effective 
> . participation" in decisioris on common 

. problems. Coiranunication i^ , efficient 
^ ... ^ and effective. There is a flow from. 

one part of the prganization to another ♦ 
of ali the relevant information impor- 
tant for each decision and action. The 

' , leadership in 'the oxganization^has 

" . , / ■ developed a highly effective ^social 

, ' system for interaction and mutual 
influence. 

4. Measurements of organizatiional perf or- . 
mance are used primarily )f or self- 
guidance rather than for superimposed 
control. Participation and involvement 
- in decisions is a habitual part of^^ the 
leadership processes. This, kind of 
de*cision-making requires the sharing of 
available measu;rement^ and if additional 
— - information qrjneasur.ements are needed, 

steps are taken to dm^inr-them-,:.^ — 
(Likert, -1961,* pp. 98-99) ■ • 

High producing managers used the above-mentioned 
motivating forces and other processes by recognizing that^ 
they are likely to be discerning and reinforcing .when eaqn. 
individual in the organization .feels that his ihtera^ . 
with others are of such a character that tjiey .cp^^^ 
individual a feeling of support and recognition for liis 
importance and worth as a person. ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ .v 

Likert • further claimed that :n6t only is Vit important 
—^Eo-Tig^relevanlr-matd-ves— butH-*-is-a-lso- 

recQanlze that an individual's reaction to any si tuat?.on is 
alvays a function, hot of the absolute character of the 
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interaction, but of his perception, of "JJ ^^^Sj^^t ^ 

se^s things that count, not obDective ^^^1^^^ . f^i^^^^' 
1961. P. 102). Individuals in an organization interpret 
interactions between themselv6?s. and. the organization- m 
ierms of _ their background and culture, their experience and 
expectations. . - 

' The principle of supportive relationships stated by ; 

Lik^rt is : ~ . 

* • • •■ . " "... 

The leadership and. other processes of 
the organization must be such as to 
insure a maximum probability that m all 
interactions and all relationships withm 
the organization each member will , in 
light of his background, values, -arid 
. expectations, view the experience as, 
supportive and , one which builds and 
maintains his sense of personal worth 
-arid importance.' (Likert, 1961, p. 103) 

What Likert and others have been discovering through 
research -studies is that . the supportive-participat^^^ 
management system achieves higher, or at least equal,- . 
productivity levels with fewer of the resentments, hostili 
?ies arievances and breakdowns inherent m management 
syl^^mfisIng tL traditional principles of administr.ation. 

in light of these- findings Likert raised an important 
question . . • ' . , ^ 

- < l£ this pattern is so consistent, why is 

it that the majorityi of supervisors, • _ ^ . 

managers, and top company officers have 
not arrived at these same confclusions 
based upon their own experiences? • 
(Likerti*, 1961, p. 61) . ^ 

W-answer was that most organizations deal wit^ iriacTequate 

5. c^T^o T -I stated that there is another class ox 

varices which siSin^ Influence the end result ones 

Sr^her variables^re seriously neglected, m .present ^ 
ineas\ireinent practices. " 

. ■ :The organizational, variabiles were defiried by^^^L^^^ 
the following manner. ■ > ' ^ 



"Causal" variables include the , . 

structure of the ^anization and . 
management's policies, decisions,^ * 
5* business and leadership strategies , 

skills and behavior. v ' . * T 

' . • ■ , ■ : 

The "intervening" variables reflect the ' .. ..[' 

internal' state and health of the organi- ' ^ 
zation, e.g., the loyalties, attitudes--,^ ^ 

,.. y motivations, performance goals ,-. and_ ' , 

/ perceptions lO^ all members and th]eir^ • ■ • 

collective dapacity- for effective inter- ' 
action, comm\inication, arid decision • 

• ■ • making. ■ . ' • * ~ .. 

The "end-result" variables are dependent 
variables, which reflect the achievements , - 
of the organization, such as its pr0duc-> _ 
"£ivity, costs, scrap loss, and earnings. 
•' (Likert, 1967, p. 29) . 

' The interrelationships of these variables Were shown 
by tikert '(1967, p. .75, see Figure 1) . Aacordring to Likert 
(1967, pp. 76-77) the causal variables can t>e altered .or 
modified and they are independent'' variables . The inter- 
vening variables are produced largely by the causal yariables 
and they in tarn have an influence- upon the -end-resu-lt 
varia"bles. Ijikert (1967, ^p. 77) also craimed that the 
variables , as shown schematically in Figure 1, jeveai _ a 
direction of causality, and ; the importance of an especially 
important variable", time. ^' • ' ^ ' . 

To get a' more accurate picture pf orgariiz^ational - health 
and productivity, it" is' important to be able to show what is 
happening with regard to the causal : variables su<?h as 
management philosophy, supervisory behavior, and organiza- 
tional structure; intervening variables such as attitudes , 
expectatioris and motivational' forces; and, end-result^ 
variables such as" programs, cost and achievement. Likert 
(1967, Appendix II, pp. JL97-21lY has developed a "Profile 



continuum ranging ixiroHWP^oy&uciu J. v<=^t^j.v-^^-»- — -"^ 
'to System II (benevolent-authoritarian) to System III 
(consultative) to System IV (participative) . The processes 
and sub-categories as listed below' are identified by Likert 
(1967, p. 143) as beir.g causal, largely causal, or inter-;, 
vening. . • \ 



If a manager has ; 



Well-organized plan. of operation 
High performance goals 
High -technical competence 

and £f the^manager manacles via : 



Causal 
Variables 



SYSTEMS 1 or 2 



(direct pressure for. 
results, including „ 
carro't and stick and 
other practices of the 
traditional system) 



SYSTEM 4 . 

(stresses thS* importance ' 
and dignity of individ- . 
ualSr group methods pf 
supervision and over- 
lapping groups involved 
i*n decision-making) ~ . 



his organization will display ;^ ^ 



Inter-^ 

vening- 
Variables 



Less group loyalty 

Lower performance goals 

Greater conflict and 
less cooperation 

Less technical assis- 
tance to peers,. 

Greater feeling of 

unreasonable pressure 

Less favorable attitudes 
toward superiors 

Lower motivation to. . 
produce 



Greater group loyalty 
Higher performance goals 
Greater cooperation a 

Moire technical assis*- 
tance to -peers 

Less feeling; of unrea- 
sonable pressure 

More favorable attitudes 
toward supjeriord 

Higher motivation to 
produce 



a nd his organig^ation-^will reaoh;^ 



Fhd- 

Result 
Vari^ibles 



Lower prp^duction levels 
Higher costs of ^X.'. ^ 

production 
Lower quality of product 
Less vSatisf action to 
members of the 
organization ""and to 
the public^ i.t serves 



Higher pro(Jucti6n levels 
Loyei- cost of 
^ prpductionV 
Higher quality of 
. product 

Greiter satisfaction to 
' members^ of the organ- 
ization and the .public 
* it serves 



Figure' l, ■ Likert, R. The human o rganization; Itg manage- 
' ment and value. New York:— McGraw-Hill; 1967 , .p-. 76. 
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Leadership processes used 

1.1 Extent to which superiors have 
confidence and trust in subor- 
dinates 

1.2 Extent to which subordinates in 
thrn have confidence and trust 
in superiors 

1.3 Extent' to which superiors dis- 
play supportive behavior toward 
others 

1.4 Extent to which superiors behave 
so that subordinates feel free to 

/ disduss important thirigs about 
their "jobs with their immediate 
superior ' ^. 

1 .5 Extent to which inrnTediate 

' superior in solving job problems 
' ' generally tries to* get subordi- 
nates' ideas and opinions and make 
constructive use of them 

Character of motivational forces 



2.1 
2.2 

2.3 



2.4 



2.5 



2.6 
2.7 



Underlying motives tapped 
Manner in whidh motives are 
used 

Kinds of attitudes developed 
toward organization and its 
goals , 

Extent to which motivational ' 
forces conflict with or reinforce 
one another 

Amount of responsibility felt by 
each member of organization for 
achieving organization's goals 
Attitudes toward other members 
of the organization 
Satisfaction derived 



Character of communication process 



3-1 



3.2 
3.3 



Amount of interaction and commu- 
nication aimed at achieving 
organization's objectives 
Direction of information flow 
Downward communication 
3.31 Where intitiated 
3.32v Extent 'to which superiors 

willingly share information 

with subordinates 



Causal 



Intervening 



Causal 



Causal 



Causal 



Causal 
Causal 

Intervening 

Intervening 

Intervening 

Intervening 
Intervening 

Intervening 

Intervening 

Intervening 
Causal 
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3 ,33 Extent to which communi- 
cations are accep:ted by 
subordinates "^^-^ 

3.4 Upward communication 
3.41 Adequacy of upward commu- 
nication via line 
organization 

•3.42 Subordinates' feeling of 
responsibility for ini- 
tiating accurate upward 
communication 

3.4 3 Forces leading to accurate 
or distorted information 
upward • ' 

3.4 4 Accuracy of upward commu- 
J ..nication via line ^ 

3.45 Nfeed ,for supplementary 
upward communication 
system 

3.5 sideward communication , its 
adequacy and accuracy 

3.6 Psychological closeness of 
superiors to subordinates 
(i.e.r friendliness between - 
superiors and subordinates) 
3.61 How well does superior 

know and understand 
problems fac^d by sub- . 
ordinates 

How accur^gte are the per- 
ceptions by superiors and 
subordinates of each other 



Intervening 

In^rvening 
Intervening 

Intervening 

Intervening 
Intervening 

\ Intervening 
Largely Causal 

Intervening 

Intervening 



Character of interaction-influence process 



4.1 Amount , and character of inter- Lar 
action' 

4.2 Amount of cooperative team- 
work present . \ 

4.3 Extent to which subordinates 
can influence the goals, 

.methods, ^and activity of their 
units and departments 

4.31 As seen by superiors c 

4 . 32 ^ As seen by subordinates 

4.4 Amount of actupil influence which 
superiors can; exercise over the 
goals, activities, and methods 
of their units and departments , 



g'ely Causal 
Intervening 
Intervening 



Intervening 
Intervening 
Intervening 



Largely Ca^usal 
Intervening 

Intervening 

Intervening 



4.5 Extent to which an effective Causal 
structure exists enabling one 
part of organization to exert 
influence upon other parts 

Character of decision-making process 

5.1 .At what level in organization 

are decisions formally made? 
5/2 How adequate and accurate is 

the information available for" 

decision-making at the place 

where decisions are made? 

5.3 To what extent are decision 
makers aware of problems / 
particularly / those at lower 

^^/-levels in the organization?^ 

5.4 Exteht-to which technical ^and 
^professional- knowledge is used 

/" in decision-malcing^ '■ 

6.5 'Are decisions made at^the best 
I level in the organization as-far 

5.51 Availability of the most 
adequate and accurate . - 
information bearing on the 
decision 

5.52 The motivational conse- 
quences (i.e./ does the 
decision making process 

\ help to create the neces- 

sary motivations in those 
\ persons who have to carry ' ^ 

.\ out the decision?) 

5i6 To what extent are subordinates Largely Causal 
involved in decisions related 
\ to their work? 
5.7 Is decision making based on Largely Causal 

\ \ man-to-man or group pattern of . 
\^ operation? Does it encourage 
\ teamwork? : 



as 



Intervening 



Intervening 



Character of goal setting or ordering 



1 ^Manner in which usually done 

2 iTo what extent do the different 
hierarchical: levels tend to 
strive for high performance 
goals? 



Causal- 
Intervening 



6.3 Are there forces to accept, 
resist, or reject goals? 

7 . Character of control pro cesses 



Interven3.ng 



8. 



7.1 



7.2 



intervening 



7.3 



7.4 



7.5 



At what hierarchical levels in Largely Causal 
organization does major or 
primary concern exist with 
regard to the performance of 
the control "function? 
How accurate are the measure- 
ments and information used to 
guide and perform the control 
function, and to what extent 
do forces exist in the organi- 
zation to distort and falsify 
this information? 
Extent to which the review and 
control functions are concen-^ 

trated ' 
Extent to which there is an 
informal organization present 
and supporting or opposing goals 
of formal organization 
Extent to which control data 
(e.g., accounting, productivity, 
cost, etc.) are used for self- 
guidance or group problem solving 
by managers and non- supervisory 
employees, or used by superiors 
•in a punitive policing manner 



Largely Causal 
" Intervening 



Intervening 



Performance goals and training 
8.1 



8.2 



8.3 



Level of performance goals which 
superiors seek tb have organi- 
zation achieve 

Extent to. which you have been 
given the management training 
you desire 

Adequacy of training resources _ 
provided to assist you in training 
your subordinates 



Intervening 
Intervening 



Intervening 



.Likert has used these above variables tc^develbp an 
note in this comparison. 



The positively significant relationship 
' found between organizational climates 

classified by theOCDQ and organizational 
systems classified by the Profile of a 
' School supports the concept. Ibhat the 
^ organizational model from which the pCDQ 
was developed is comparable to that Erom 
which the Profile of a School was .. 
developed. ^ 

It appears that organizational structures 
. do differ. along certain lines, which 

supports attempts to classify them. All 
.of the schools classified by the OCDQ as p 
. *. open were classified as either system III - 
or system IV by the Likert Profile, but 
only nine of the thirty schools classified ^ 
as closed by the OCDQ belonged to systems I 
and II according the Likert question- 
naire. Analysis of available data gave no 
explanation for these phenomena. (Hall, 
1972, p. 589) 

The important contribution of the Likert mod^l, ; , 
however, does, not lie in its being able= to discriininate ^'^ 
whether a school organization is a system I, II, III, or^ 
IV tyoe, but its value as used in this research is that it 
can permit diagnosis of dysfunction of a system and provide . 
direction for the development of organizational health. The 
Likert organizational model is an open system's one, for it 
meets almost all eight areas for data gathering called for 
by Owens (1970, p/ 170). and listed on, page 7 of this report. 
Even more importantly, based on over 20 years of research 
by Likert and his associates, it. identifies organizational 
processes which 'can provide direction for improving 
organizational effectiveness. 

Diagnostic Survey for 
Leadership Improvement 

The Likert theory was chosen as the foundation upon 
which the Diagnostic Survey for Leadership Im provement 
( PSLI ) was developed. The- purpose for the development of 
the DSLI was not to characterize the climate, of 'schools , 
but was to diagnose areas of difficulty thgt school leaders 
were having with the causal and intervening variables as 
tapped through Likert's organizational process. The . 
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DSLI is designed' to diagnose the problems which students, 
teachers, and administrators are having in key school 
organizational processes. The diagnosJ.s is given for the. 
department, the overall school, and the overall system. 

Unintended Consequences . . , / . 

The notion of diagnosing problems in the human or.gani- 
zatipn is not dissimilar to- the medical approach to health 
and the treatment of sickness; i.e., diagnoses provide, 
clues to treatment. The theoretical underpinning for this 
idea of the need for diagnosis ^ in the realm of organizational 
behavior comes, from Chris Argyris. 

Let us pause to make it clear that we 
are not suggesting that all. organiza- - 
tions suppress individuals '"self- 
expression nor that all individuals 
desire psychological success. The 
basic hypothesis is that the" organi- 
zation will tend to develop unintended 
consequences when there is a lack" of 
congruency between individual needs . 
and organizational demands. Although 
we have focused on the incongruency 
between the need for psychological 
success and the requirements of the 
lower levels of organization, this is 
not the only, possible incongruency. 
We predict the same unintended conse- 
quences will occur if the .individual 
does not desire to experience psycho- 
logical success and the -organization 
requires an individual " to do so. 

On the other hand, the unintended 
adaptive activities already discussed 
should- not tend to exist where there is 
a significant degree of congruency *^ 
between individual needs and organi- 
zational demands - for example, if the 
individual. does need to experience 
psychological success and the organ-. ^ 
ization requires it, and if the individ- 
ual does not desire to experience 
psychological success and the organi- 
zation makes it difficult to^ do so. 
(Argyris, 1964, p. 67) ' " . 



22 



Another notion that the investigator has is that 
students comprise the majority population in school organa- 
zations and that any measure of organizational effectiveness 
must ihclude an attempt to investigate incongruencies or 
discrepancies between student, needs and organizational 
demands. We are all too familiar with the adaptive behaviors 
and perhaps have not begun to realize fully the unintended 
consequences that school .organizations are cajising, because 
of neglect of including students in our organizational 
studies. If organizational theory is even close to 
mirroring reality when it stresses the importance of the 
informal organization, then we can ill afford to ignore the . 
fact that students play a major role in determining the 
effectiveness of a school organization. . , 

Organization Development (OP ) - 

Another impetus underlying the development of a diag- 
nostic organizational instrument came from the literature 
dealing with organizational development. Lewin (1958,- _ 
pp. 197-211) laid the groundwork for an evolving managerial 
change strategy called organizational development when. he 
developed the notion that individual and group change is 
most effective when norms and standards regulating member 
behavior are changed. . Bennis (1969, p. 2) defined organi- 
zation development as a complex educational strategy _ 
intended to change the beliefs, attitudes, values, and 
structure of organizations so that they can better adapt 
to-new technologies, markets, challenges and the dizzying 
rate of change itself. He believed that through the collec- 
tion and feedbacJc of relevant data to relevant people, -lore 
choices become available and hence better decisions are 
made. Organization development is the name that Beckhe d 
(1969, p. 7) and "others attached to total-system, planr. ^dr 
change -efforts for coping with some of the current problems 
facing managers in modern organizational life. The strat- 
egies used by OD agents . are: , diagnosis, foci of attention 
with relevant groups and intervention. . , 

. " ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ o ■■ r 

1 Summary ^ = 

The preceeding material has been given to provide the 
rationale for the underlying -theory and the need to accom- • 
plish the purposes of ° this research. The purposes, 
restated, were: \ , - 

1. To investigate, in a number of school systems of 
various sizes iji; various regions of the United 



states, discrepancies between how It -'IS and, how 
it "Should Be" in various school processes at , 
various levels of the school systems and with \^ 
-different segments of the school, population; . -\ 
2 ' To provide the participating school. systems witn \ 
the diagnoses to be used for their owi> purposes;^ > 

3. To determine the measurement cha^racteristics of tne 
DSLI; i.e., answers to the questions of reliability 

and validity; " .\ .. . ■ ' . 

4. To provide the documentation necessary for rep- 
lication. 4 . . * ■ 

In Chapter II descriptions are given Of:" (a) procedures 
of saihple selection; (b) • the developmental background of the 
DSLI- (c) procedures used for carrying out the study; ana, 
(d) reporting and recommended data use procedures. ; 

. Chapter III presents the statistical procedures, the 
measures of reliability and.validity and norms derived from 
the national sample. 

. In Chapter IV conclusions and recommendations are given. 
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• METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
The Sample 

For use in this study, a stratified random sample of 
school systems from throughout the United States was drawn 
by the Research Triangle Institute (RTI) of Raleigh, North 
Carolina. The sample was designed' to be representati'^e of 
all public school systems , with enrollment in excess of 5,0.0.0 
students. The allocation of school systems to the varioias 
strata was intende.d to be in proportion to the total pupil 
enrollment. In Appendix' A (The Chronological Procedure of 
the Study) a brief -description is given of the procedure . 
utilized to contagt^ and enlist system cooperation in the 
5tud,y. In .Table 1 the planned sample allocation and number 
of school systems which did participate, are shown. 

i ■ ' 

Table 1 

Sample Allocation to School System 
by Size of System 

Size of System Number ' ^ ,v ^ i ^ 

(total enroll- of Number of Planned -Actual 

raent) Systems /.Pupils (000) Sample Sample 



25, 000 or more 


184 


13,247 • 


14 u 


10 


10,000 to 24,999 


558 


8,198 


8 


.7 


5,000 to 9,999 


1,110 


. 7,725 . 


8 


6 


Total for Sample 
Population 


1,852 


• 24^^70 
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schools participated in the pretesf (1974) , but did not 
participate in the posttest (1975) .' 



AS can be seen in the above table, the number of 
participating systems turned out to be less than originally 
planned. The time schedule was the major problem m getting 
the desired number. New York, Los Angeles, Chicago, 
Philadelphia, and Boston city school systems -were all con- 
tacted in October, 1973. None of these systems participated, 
but in each case by the time the answer was given, it was 
too late to consider making replacement selections . In >the 
New York City district case, the school district officials 
and principals selected did agree to participate, but the 
professional unibn vetoed the agreement'. In Bosto^i, survey 
forms were actually delivered /on site, but the' racial . 
pi^olDlems in that, school district were so demanding of time 
and energy that it was decided by the schpol officials to 
withdraw from the project. , 

In Appendix B a complete listing of . the participating 
school systems and. participating schools within each system 
are given. School system stratum identification is also 
made in this listing. Primarily . because of the problems 
described earlier (enlisting large school system partici- 
pation) strata jl, 2, and 3 were .not utilized, .There were . 
two participating school systems in each of strata^, b, /, 
9 ]0> 11, 13, '14, and 15; there was one participating" school 
systemTin each of strata 5, 8, 12, 16, and 17. Table Z, 
shows the distribution of school systems by regions for the 
strata that were involved in the study.. 



Table 2 

Distribution of Selected School Systems 
by Stratum 



Region 


4 


•5 


6 


7 


8 


9. 


Strata 
10 11 12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


Tota"l ' 


* *■ ^ 
East 






















1 




1 


■■ 2 


North 
Central , 


1 




1 


1 










1 


1 


1 


1 




6 


South^ 


' 1 


1 


1 


1 




2 


2 .2 


1, 




1, 






. ^ 


12 


West'^ 










1 








. 1 ' 






1 




' _1 


Totals • 


; 2 


1 


2 


2 


1' 


2 


2 2 


1 


2 


2 


2 


. i 
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States (2) - 



Massachusetts,, Rhode Island 
States (5) - Indiana , Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri 

- Alabama, Florida, Louisiana, Tennessee,. Texas 

i Virginia ' 

- California, Oregon 



"^States (6) 
'^States l2) 



System Selection ' . 

Public school system size was the criterion used to 
determine the parameters for each stratum within the total 
sample. TheL=model for the national sample called for the 
selection of two school systems from within^ each stratum. 
Under this schema, the--first stratum would consist of the 
two largest school systems in the United States and the 
cummulative total enrollment of these two systems would form 
the size parameters^ (within statistical limits of varia- 
bility>' for the- remaining .strata. This approach resulted 
in -a cummulative total of '1,882,134 students forming the 
first stratunj, of the' national sample.. 

To determine the remainder of the sample,' all school 
systems in the United States were listed in order of 
descending size- of student enrollment down to the predeter- ' •' 
mined lower limit of 5,000 students. Beginning at the_top 
of this list and working down in descending order of size, 
school system enrollments were' aggregated until the total 
aggregated enrollment equalled the cummulative total of the 
two systems in the first stratum. This list of school 
systems then formed the second stratum of the sample. From 
this list, two school systems were randomly selected for 
invitation to participate in the study. This same procedure 
was succ'essiveiv repeated until all." s^^^^ systems wijhm 
the United States having student enrollments greater than 
5,000 were ■represente;d in the pool. 

.This procedure resulted in' 16 strata of two school 
systems each for completion of the national sample. Because 
of the atypical nature of the two school systems m the first 
stratum (to each other or to other school systems m the 
nation), these two systems were each placed m a separate ■ 
stratum. This procedure resulted, in a final sample pool 9f 
17 strata with stratum one arjd two consisting of one school 
system each and the ".remaining 15- stra ta consistinr- pf two 
school systems each." As explained earlier, the ..time schedule, 
orevented a full implementation of the" sampling model . See 
Table 2 for the distribution of selected participating school 
systems, by stratum. 

' - ' 1 
School Selection 

Within each selected school system, the sample "design 
called for the selectibA of -a total -of seven schools for 
participation in the survey research, project . _^Two of the 
schools were to provide k pool of eleventh gpade, students 
apd their total staffs, for, participation m the proDect; 



two- schools -we re_. to provide a pool of. ninth grade students., 
and their total staffs; two scHoors-were~to -provide._a_^^ 
of seventh grade students and their total staffsf and, 'one 
elementary school was to provide its staff only. The. 
participating schools were selected in the following manner. 

^All schools within a. selected school system that con- 
tained a participating gr^^de level {11th, 9th, _ or -Vth) were 
identified. These schools were listed along with their ^ 
respective student enrollment in the designated grade.. 
Where actual enrollments by grade were not available for 
individual schools, approximations of grade level enroll- 
ments were made using an approximation formula. Application 
of this formula results in a statistically acceptable 
approximation of the grade level enrollment within a 
particular grade level in a designated school. 

These student enrollments Were accummulated alongside 
each entry on' the school list to determine the total enroll- 
ment in the school system in the selected grade level. This 
further allowed for the location of the . numerical designatio 
for any student within the system. .Upon completion of this 
step, two school selections wer&'.made using a table. of 
random numbers. . These numerical selections were located, on. 
the accurimiulated listing of student enrollments within the 
system. The schools in which the designated students were 
lofcated were the schools selected to participate .in the 
study. Figure 2 gives the approximation formula and a 
'Simple application. The procedure was repeated for each 
gtade level within the school system to identify the six 
^hools.that involved '^student participation in the project. 

/ A single elementary school within each school system 
fas selected for faculty participation only in the survey 
(research project. .This was accomplished by listing all of 
fthe elementary schopls within the system and using a table 
of rando^n numbers to ideiitify the selected school. Appen- 
(dix B lists the hames""o£ the participating schools and the . 
grade level (s) surveyed. 

I Selection of Staff Participants ' " <. 

/ All of the proffessional and nori-certified staff .per- 

'■ sonnel in each ^ol the selected schools within a selecte'd 

system were' designated to participate in the survey 

research project. — : 



X 



.state Enrollment 
per Individual 
'Grade 

-State .Enrollment 
per Total Grades 
within an. Indi-r 
vidual School 



Kansas Enrollment 
per Eleventh Grade 
39,744 

120,565 
Kansas Enrollment 
per Grades 10-12 



Total Enrollment 
of Individual 
Participating 
School Unit 



Sample 



Total Enrollment 
of School #1 
'X 2411 



School Ei;irollment 
per Grade Level 



Eleventh Grade 
Enrollit\ent of 
School #1'" 
795 



School # 


Grade 
Range 


Total 
Enrol • 


School 
Enrol, per. 
Grade 11 


Cum. • 
Grade 
Enrol. 


Selected 
Schools 


.1 


10-12 


2411 


795 


.795, 


2* (0882) 


2 


10-12 


1597 


527. 


1322 


1* (1404) 


3 


10-12 


2082 




2009 




• -4 . . 


10-12 


211^. 


6-97 


^ 2706 




5 


10-12 ^ 


2370 


782 


3488 , 


. 3;*__(3545) 




10-12 


2460 


811 ' 


; 4 299 





*Raridoin numbers selected for identifying, selected Schools^ 
were 14 04, 0882, 3545. The school causing the accumulateic 
t^tal to equal or- just exceed the random number was the 
,/schpol selected; . , ' 



^ Figure 2. Approximation fqrmula»-and a sample illustrating 
the random selection, of ^'schools, by school' enrollment data 



Selection of .Student Participants. . 

^ I Within eacA' selected school-, a '-student grouping such as 
homerooms, or English classes that would .iQprd'de ahd 
limited to all students, in the desi-lnated grade level withm 
the -sphool- was identified. The idefltified groupings were 
Misted-." • Using a table of, -random numbers,, a quantity of 
•student groupings were selected to provide 'a total 'of 
appiroximately 140 students per 'school to participate m 
the survey research ■ pro ject.--. - 

Assignment of Subjdtst Area ' 
Response Designations 

Student 'respondents in the survey research pro jec,t were 
asked to respond to the leadership within one of four 
academic departmentsMn'.' their school. The four departments 
were language arts, socialvstudies, science, and mathematics. 
The , four' departments were listed, and using a table of 
random numbers, one, of the four subject areas was assigned 
to each of the selected, student groupings referred to m 
the preceding section. This resulted 'in a rela'tively uni- ^ 
form distribution of student responses to each of the four 
academic areas within each individual school as- well asj 
.across all schools in the national study." A. fifth student 
grouping was randomly selected in order. to survey one ot 
the remaining four departments (health, physical education 
and safety; home and • industrial arts; vocational . education ; 
•and, fine- arts) . These remaining four subj^ect -areas .were 
distributed in a balanced manner across all schools in the 
.study. • . ' ^. . ~ . 

Table 3 gives the totals, and Table 4 gives the position 
and department of^the people who participated in the study. 

Table 3 

Number of Total Participants, 

in the. National Sample . ■■ ■' 4 ■ / 

P ositioTi- ■ ' . - Totals ■ ■ :/ : . 

Students. ' , ' . .11>897. . 'j 

Teachers • ' 4,420 

^ 

Department Hea^s 517 



/ 



other Certified Staff® . , * , 561 - / 



^Other gertified Staff includes .the principals,, assistant 
principals.., cqunselors, and librarians. ^ , 
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Table 4 

> Number of Participants 
in the Subject Areas 



Position 


Lang. 
Arts 


Soci 
St, 


Sci . 


Math .. 


Phys. 
Ed. 


"Ind. • 
Arts 


Voc . 


Fine 
Arts 


Students 


2959 


' 2793 


2504 


2491- 


347 


211 


253 


261 


Teachers 


893 


548 


430 


497 


298 


. 301 


343 


245 



^ Diagnostic Survey Development^ ' • . 

In the late sixties and early seventies school 
desegregation wa$ a major issue in the Georgia school 
systems. The writer- spent much time and effort working with 
Georgia school systems^to help provide' smooth transitions 
from the former dual school system operation to integrated 
systems. These transitional movements to int^grat^d schools 
highlighted the human problems in school organizations. 

In/ integrating schools many administrators needed 
■^supporting 'data to justify making changes to integrate the 
black teadhersc. and students fully into the formerly white 
school system.-' In worTcing with these systems the writer 
suggested' to several school superintendents that an instru- 
ment based" , on- Likert's Profile of Organizational Character-r 
istics I'might be. helpful in uncovering and dealing with not • 
only the "black people. problems," but also the "white people- 
problem^." Kacouragement to proceed was given and the 
development, of the School Organizational Development Ques- 
tionnaire (SOM),. which was later named the Diagnostic ^ 
Survey ■for_Le?iSei:'ship Improvement . (DSLI) , began. _ 

Early Stages, of the SODQ-DSLI 

In Chapter I., on .pagv2S • 17-20, the Likert Profile of 
Organizational Characteristics is given. This profile wa? 
used as .the guiding- framework for developing the SODQ-DSLI. 
Originally all eight of the processes described by Likert 
were used -to develop items for inclusion in. the SODQ-DSLI. 



However, after several factor analyses of the items, three 
processes were dropped because the factor loadings for , 
itlms written for those processes caused the items to shift 
and load in other processes. The three Likert processes 
droDoed were: (a) Character of , motivational forcesr (b) 
?ha?actero? goal setting or ordering;, and, (c) Performance 
goals. and training. 

Item Development 1970 to 1973 

Rather than describe the writing of all the items at 
each stage of the SODQ-DSLI development the ones grouped 
under one of the Likert processes will be. used to describe 
??em devllopment. This Likert process (Leadership Processes 
used) has been renamed, and is. now referred to as "Confidence 
and Trust. " 

The first items were written in the Fall of 1970. 



Likert 's 
Leadership Processes Used 
r.nnfidence and Trust 



SODQ - 1970 
Confidence and Trust 
Items 



1. Confidence and trust in 
. subordinates 



2. Confidence and trust in 
superiors. 

3. Superiors display sup- 
portive behavior. 



Superiors behave so that 
subordinates feel free to 
discuss things about the 
job. 

Superiors^ try to 'get and 
use subordinates' ideas. 



1. Your superiors have 
confidence and trust in 
you. . 

2. " You have confidence and 

.trust iti your superiors. 

3 . Your superiors tjreat yyou 
' in such a .way that you 
have a feeling- of self- 
Q worth. 

■ j' 
4. You feel free to discuss 
things with your supe- 
riors including problems 
you are having in school. 

. . . ■ , 

5.. Your superiors try to ge 
and use your ideas and 
opinions on school life 
and work problems. . 



\ The SODQ was 

ito all students in gr 



administered in two Georgia school^systems 
ades 7 through 12 and all certified 
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staff. These two systems .were'~ both^ rural school systems m 
the mid-eastern\^ection of the state. A total of 2,640 
students and 712 teachers were involved m this first 
administration. An oblique rotation factor analytic treat- 
ment was applied .to the data obtained from this first 
administration and each item was rewritten. The number of 
items was reduced from 47 to 39. 



Likert's 
Confidence and Trust 
Process 



Confidence and trust in 
subordinates. , 

1 



Confidence and\trust in 
superiors. i 



3. Superiors display 

supportive behavior. 



4 . Superiors behave so sub- 
ordinates feel free to 
discuss things.- , 

5. Superiors try to get 
ideas . . b 



SODQ - 1970 
Confidence and Trust 
Items 



1. Your superiors have con-, 
fidence and trust in you. 

28. Your superiors share 

their feelings and prob- 
lems with you. ' 

2. You have confidence and 
trust in your superiors. 

31. You treat your superiors 
in ways which make them 
feel that you trust them. 

10. Your superiors treat you 
in ways which make you 
feel important . 

26. You feel free to share 
your^ feelings and prob- 
lems with your superiors. 

34. Your superiors try to 
get your ideas about 
school life and work 
situations. 



This revised form of the SODQ was used (1971-72) m the 
Atlanta -Public School System, a Youth Development Center m 
Macon, Georgia, and in the Coweta Public S6ii6ol System m 
Newnan, Georgia. Again factor analytic tre^ment was applied 
During this revision the "Dal^ Chall" and ScVence Research 
Associates' "Reading Ease Cal^culator" were u^.d to write each 
, item at a* fourth grade readability level. .\ 



Likert ' s 
Confidence and Trust 
Process , 



SODQ - 1973 
Confidence and Trust 
Items 



1. 



2. 



3. 



4. 



Confidence and trust 
in subordinates . 



Confidence and trust 
in superiors. 



Superiors display sup- 
tportive behavior. 



Superiors behave so 
that subordinates, feel 
free to discuss things, 



(superiors try to get- 
Vdeas. 



1. Your leaders have faith, 
and trust in you. 

4. Your leaders work with 
you in such a way that 
you like to do what they 
expect you to do. 

IS- You feel friendly with 
your leaders; ^ ^ 

32. Your leaders sha'te their . 
' feelings with you. 

35. Your leaders share their 
problems with you. 

5. You have faith and trust 
in your leaders. 

15. You feel close to your 
leaders. 

9. Your leaders treat you in 
ways which make you feel 
important. 

11. Your leaders know how it 

is .from your point of view 

23. You share your feelings 
with your leaders. 

26 . You share your problems • 
with your leaders. 

34. Your leaders try to get 
your ideas ., 



Item Development 1973-1976 

After the grant from the National Institute of Educ^^^ 
(NIE) was awarded, 2.1 more items were written and the SODQ 
now 65 items) was printed/by Westinghouse Learning Corpo- 
ration in a machine scorable booklet. A Pretest was 
administered to 125 schools in^ 1974 . These data ^.ere factor 
analyzed and 13 of the 65 items were • eliminated . ^ 
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The SODQ was renamed and the final version was, printed. 
The name was changed from the School . Organizational Develop- 
ment Questionnaire -SODQ, to; the Diagnostic Survey for 
Leadership ^Improvement - DSLI, because principals m the. 
fi^ld expressed the feeling that the survey would be less 
threatening if the diagnostic aspect was stressed. 

In 1975 the posttest was given and , subsequent factor 
analyses were performed.'^ The final placement of items in 
organizational processes is shown below. 

'\ Factor 1 - Confidence and Trust . The perceived and 
desired degree of trust, cooperation/ and closeness as they 
exist between formal school leaders and their subordinates. 



Likert'B 
Confidence and Trust 
Process 



DSLI - 1976 
Confidence and Trust 
Items and Factor Lp^adings 



Confidence and trust 
in subordinates. 



1.- Your leaders have faith 
and trust in you. (.72) 

4. Your leaders work with 
you in such a way that 
you like to do what they 
expect yoU' to do . (.58) 

12. True and complete infor- 
mation is used to rate 
what you and your peers 
do. ' 0. . ( .41) 

18. ,y6u feel friendly with 

your lieadersi ' (.53) 

49. Your leaders share with 
you most of the infor- 
mation you need or want. 

. (.45) 



2. Confidence and trust 
."in superiors . 



5. You have faith and trust 
in your pleaders . ( .66) 

15. You feel close to your 

leaders. ( -51) 

44. Your l^eers accept what 
is expected of them. 

(.65) 
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3. Superiors display 

supportive behavior. 



4- -sViperiors behave so that 
subordinates feel free 
to discuss things. 



5. Superiors try to get 
ideas . 



16. Your leaders leave you 
free to control your 
behavior. (.80) 

32. Your leaders support and 
^~ back you up. (.66) 

41. Needed work gets done 
- because of the way your 
leaders and peers work 
together. • ^ (.63) 

14. Leaders are told what 
they should know in an 
open way by- the ones who 
are involved. (.51) 

26. You. share your problems 
with your leaders. (.47) 

17. When decisions are made 
they are based on infor- 
mation which you think 

. is right and fair. (.62) 



Factor 2 - Co mmunication . The perceived and desired 
adequacy of communication as it is expressed upward, down- 
ward, and laterally i,n the school organo^zation. 



. Likert • s 
Character of Communication 
Process 



D^LI - 1976 
Communication Items 
and Factor Loadings . 



2. 



Amount. of interaction 
and communication aimed 
at achieving organi- 
zation' s objectives . • 



Downward communication 
*2.i Where initiated 
Extent to which 
superiors willingly 
share, information, 
with subordinates 
Extent to which com- 
munications, are 
accepted by sub- 
^ifdinates 



2;2 



2.3 



33. You communicate with 

leaders to help improve 
things. x . ( -59) 



20. Ideas for ways to improve 
; "things come from all con^ 
cerned. ( .47) 

25.- Your leaders show, that 

work done, by you*^ and your 
. peers is important .( ,60) 

13 / You know how things are 
from your leader' s point 
of/ view. ; ( .35) 



3.2 



3. Upward communication 

3.1 Adequacy of upward ^ 
communication 
Subordinates' 
feelings of respon- 
sibility for ini- c 
tiating accurate 
upward communication 
Forces leading to 
accurate or distorted 
information upward 
Accuracy of upward 
communication 



3.3 



3.4 



24 . You are able to improve 
things. (.80) 

30. You and your peers tell 
it "like it is" to your 
leaders . ( . 53) 

34. Your leaders try to get 
your ideas. (.59) 



. . Factor 3 - Control . The perceived and desired use of 
organizational reward and penalty mechanism^ as this use 
operates to accomplish school tasks. 



Likert's 
Character of Control 
Process 



DSLI - 1976 /. 
Control Items arid 
Factor Loadings 



29. 



1. ,At what hierarchical 
levels in organization 
"does major or primary 
concern exist with 
regard to the performance ^2 
of the control function? 



Those not in charge show 
as much concern about a 
job being done as do 
leaders. (.35) 

Your leaders try to. get 
you to reach high goals. 

(.55) 



How accurate are the 51. 
measurements and infor- 
mation used to guide and 
perform the cpntrpl 
function/ and to what 

extent. do forces exist in 

the organization to distort 
and falsify this infor- 
mation. 

Extent to which the" . 41. 
review and control : 
functions are concen- 
trated.' 



Information . on what, you 
do and how well, you do 
it is used to help 
solve problems, r; (.63) 



You take part in judging 
your performance. (z^^) 




Extent tc which there ; ' 28; 
is an informal organiza- 
tion present and sup- 
porting or opposing goals 
of formal organization. ^^^^ 



. 36, 



Extent to which pontijrol 
data are used fo'r self- 
guidance or group problem 
solving by managers and 
non-supervisory employees, 
or used by superiors in 
a punitive policy manner-. 



Your leaders provide 
chances for you to work 
with your peers in 
friendly "ways . ( .50 ) 

You'.have the chance to 
show concern for others. 

' (.52). 

You aire encouraged to 
g:^ve help to others to ' 
make things bet^ter . ( . 64) 

Your leaders use what 
they know about "how 
you are doing" to help 
you improve. (.51) 



Factor 4 - Decisi on-Making . The perceived and desired 
adequacy of the basic structure and method as they opei^ate 
to maTce school organizational decisions.. 



Likert's 
Cho.racter of Decision-Making 
Process 



DSLI - 1976 
Decision-Making Items and 
Factor Loadings 



1. At what level in. organi- 
zation are decisions 
"formally made? 



How adequate and accurate 
is the information avail- 
able for .decision-making 
at^ the place where 
decisions are made? ' 

To what extent' are 
decision makers aware 
of, problems, particularly 
those at lower levels in 
the organization? 
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10. 



11. 



38. 



Decisions are made through 
teamworks ( .54) 

You or your peers influ- 
ence what happens to you*- 

(.68) 

You or your, peers take a ' 
part in making decisions 
which affect you. (.42) 



Your leaders know hpw it 
is from your point 'of 
view. .( . 50) 

The people who make deci- 
sions which affect you 
are dware of the things 
you face. ' (.46) 



. •. ... ' ■ ^. ■ 

4. Extent to which tech- 22. 
nical and professional 
knowledge is used in 
decision-making 

5. Are decisions made at ^ 35. 
the best level ^in the 
organization ar far as: 

. ^5.1 Availabilxty of the 3^ 
most adequate and 
accurate infor-.^ 
mation bearing on 
the decision 
5.2 The motivational 

consequences (i.e., 
does the decision- 
making proceiss help 
to createi the neces- 
sary motivations in 
those persons who 
have to carry-out the 
decision?) 

6. To what extent are sub- .. 37, 
ordinates involved in 

' decisions related to 
their work? . 

7. Is decision-making based 2 
on man-to-man or group 
pattern of operation? ^ 
Does it encourage .team- 
work? 



When . your 1 eader s know 
your ideas they try to 
use them. { .44) 



Your leaders use^ your 
help to solve a common 
problem. / (.46) 

You or your peers can 
take part in improving 
things. ( .39) 



Decisions are made by 
those close to the probr 
lem source. (.58) 



Teamwork is used to 
improve things . { . 39) 



4- 



Facto r 5 - Interaction-Influence . The perceived and 
desired individual and group interaction as they influence 
the accomplishment of school tasks. 



Likert ' s 
Character of Interaction- 



Influence Process 



/ 



DSLI - 1976 . 
Interaction- Influence Items 
and Factor Loadings . 



1. Amount and character of 
interaction . 



45. 



48. 



Your leaders work with 
you and your peers in 
friendly ways. (.56) 

Most all work together t 
get the job done. (.55) 



2. Amount of ' cooperative 
teamwork present. 



50. Most all 'get along well 

and help each other. 
/ . (.51) 



3. 



.4. 



■ 5 



\ 



Extent to which sub- 
ordinates can influence 
the; goals, methods and 
activity of their units 
and departments. 



Amount of actual 
infljaerice which superiors 
can exercise over the 
goals, activities, and 
methods of their units 
and departments. 



\Extent to which an 
effective structure 
exists enabling one part 
of^Xprganizatipn to exert 
influence over other, 
parts . 



27. 



AT. 



52, 



46, 



40, 



You or your peers can 
help briiag about changes 
in what is ^done . X. 34 ) 

Things are organiz^ So c 
that you or your p^rs 
can help make decisions. ^ 

(.61) 

The leaders work with 
their peers and people 
below them to ^make the 
decisions. (.56) 

Your leaders- discuss 
with you. or your peers 
ways to^ improve things. 

^ . ' (.49)- 

Your leaders treat you 
in >ways which make; you 
feel important. (•5^) 

Your leaders use what 
■they "find out" tO' majke 
things better. (.64) ^ 

Decisions are made in ^ 
such a way. that you do 
not mind carrying them 
out. (.47) 



Directions for Improvement ^ 
7\ ' 'v- 
As a' resT^at of field visitations to participating 
schools, "Directions for Improvements" were developed for 
each of the 52 i\tems. Principals repeatedly asked project 
staff for ideas a^bout what corrective action to .take when. . 
they received dat^vreports on the results. It was 'not 
possible tot^^.^rogram^ specific treatment recommendations to 
apply^o eaSx DSLI iNtem for each, of the various positions 
and levels.. • HoweverX It was decided that general suggestions 
coul'd be developed from the Likert theory for each item.. 
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Thes*^ suggestions were developed and built into the computer 
program report, so that every time the, computer printed out 
the ten items with the highest intensity score,. "Directions. . 
for Improven^ent" were printed alongside^ th^'-corresponding 
items • The 52 "Directions for Improvement" axe given in / 
Appendix C. Examples of the "Directions for Improvement" ^ 
for items and the Likert theoretical base.. source in each of • 
the five organizational processes (factors)^ are given below. 

Factor 1— Confidence and Trust , The Likert base for * 
the DSLI item 1 (Your leaders have faith- and trust in you) ^ 
is, "Complete confidence and trust in all matters." The 
corresponding direction for improvement is , "Leaders 
demonstrate'- by' their actions that they value contributions 
which subordinates make to -organizational tasks." ^ . 

Factor 2^ - Communication / The Likert base fo^r the DSLI 
item' 33 (You communicate^, with leaders tQ help improve things) 
is, "Much interaction and' commur>.it^atxon -aimed at achieving the 
o^rgahization's o]:jjectives with hoth individuals and groups . " 
The corresponding direction for improvement is "Encourage ^ 
subordinates*. to communicate problems and 'base action decisions 
upon this communication." 

Factor 3 - Cohtrol . The Likert base for. the DSLI item 
29 (Those not in charge, show as much concern about a job .- 
being done as do leaders) is , "Concern for performance of. 
control functions likely to be felt throughout organization." 
The corresponding direction for improvement is, "Subordinate 
particioation in the identification of organizational tasjcs • 
promotes mutual concern for successful task completion. " ' 

' Factor 4 - Decision-Making . The Likert base ; for the ' - 
DSLI item 7 (Decisions are made through teamwork) /is. "peci- . ^ 
sion making wid^y done throughout /organization, -although 
well integrated 'throufgh linking process provided by over- 
lapping groups. " The corresponding- direction for improvement 
IS, "Representatives from different organizational levels 
form decision-making teams." 

Factor 5 - Intjeractioht influence . The Likert base for / 
the DSLI item 45 (Your leaders vJOrk with you and your peers^ 
in open and friendly >ays) is, "Extensive, f riendly..inter- 
action with high "degree of conf.idence and trust ." The _ 
corresponding direction for. improvement is, "Leaders ^should 
structure tasks whereby leaders and/or subordinates can 
interact in an open and friendly way." ■ . I 



The Use and Administration 
" . of the DSLI ■ " 



The 52 items in the DSLI are designed to*- diagnose the > 
discrepancies and the intensity of these discrepancies as . 
related to the "is 's" and "should be.'s" of the items in 
defined organizational processes. The basic assumption 
undergirding the diagnosis is one stated by Chris Argyris. 
in his book, integrating the .-individual and the Organization 
(1964) . 

The organisation will tend to ' ' 

devejt>p unintended consequences 
when there is a lack of congruency 
between individual needs and oirgan- 
■• ■ " izati-onal demands. (Argyris, 196"4, 

p. '67) . " , ; , ' ■ ■ 

. By determining wherf there are incongruencies between, 
organizational demands (causal variables) and • individual 
needs (intervening variables) the school organization can 
develop intervention strategies which, when implemented, 
will result in a more efficient operation as concerns the 
way'people work together in schools. These incongruencies 
are diagnosed for the students , teachers , and administrators 
at the teaching, department, school , and Overall; system 

levels . - e , 

■ . ■ ■ . ■ ""^ 

Purposes , ' ^ . 

The purposes of this DiagnbsticSurvey for Leadership 
Improvement (DSLI) aire: (1) to diagnose the problems ...^ ; 
which students, teachers, and administratars are having in 
the communication, control, decision-making, interaction- 
influence , and . confidence and trust pr oces ses at ,the ■ 
teaching',, department, school, and system levels.;. (2) to 
determine if the problems are, more or less serious with ^ 
minority racial groups " in -the school and with subgroups at • 
the various levels; (3) to provide the ten most critical ^v^^ 
items (measured by intensity of difference between the - is;, 
and "Should Be" responses) of each subgroup at the level , 
surveyed; (4) to give "Directions for Improvement, (derived 
from, the theorditical framework used) for each "Critical 

" Item" identif ied; (5) to stimulate .the development . of inter- 
vention strategies (based upon the "Direct^^ons for Improve- 
ment"') by encouraging leaders at each level^ to .deyelop ,3 

.. "Action Plans" to reduce, the intens/ty of . the ten items^ ., 
identified. h> 

■■• 5.3 . ' -, 



Use- 



1. ■ ■ 



The school .is thfe basic unit of analysis. In a school 
system of any size, an imdividual school, any number of 
schools^ or all' the s<?hoc51S ih the enti>re system are a^le, to 

. use the DSLI^* Each'^i.te'm in the survey has been determined 
to be on a fodrth "grade- reading level . "Jhis determination 
of reading level is basec^.'on- bo±h- the Dale/Chall and the 
SIU^' formulas. In the national study the DSLI has been used 
with random samples of students in the seventh, ninth, and 
eleventh grades. It' has been "used with all professional ■/ 

"staff Who attend school f acuity'meetings in elementary, j 
middle . or junior high, and s^enior „high participating . | 
schools. All staff assigned to. a' school who usually attend . 
professional faculty meetings ^re the ones whb take the 
survey. =it is recommended that all students in a middle 
grad^ level (grade 7 is the middle grade level for a school 
with grades 6, "K 8; grades 10 and 11 are the middle grade 
. levels fo^ a scliool.with grades 9, 1.0, 11-, and 12) be used 
as the student: population.- . Random sampling procedures for ; 
selection of students at a gradte level may be used. If a 
random selection procedure is used\, it is recommended .that 
a minimum of 30 students be used for each . teaching area to 
be surveyed. Students can be surveyed in each of the ei^ht 
identified sub.ject 'areas or the student survey can be 
restricted to the- four major subject areas (language arts, 
sociaf studies, science, and mathematics) . s '. 

Students" respond to the leadership patterns I of teachers 
in one- of eight jppecified subject areas (language arts;' 
social studies; science; mathematics; health/physical edu- : 
- vcation/'safety; home/indUstrial ' arts ; vpcatiorial education; 
fine arts). Students also respond i to ■ the leadership 
jJatterns of the principal's staff and/or the .principal. 

Tea^chers respond to" the leadership patterns of their ■ 
depa'jf-tment chairman. - Teachers also respond to the leader- 
ship] patterns of the principal's staff and^/or the principal. 
■ '■. ''■> ' ■i- ^ . V ' ■■.^ 

/ Department chairmen and area coordinators respond to ° 
■'the I leadership patterns of the principal's staff and/or. the 
principal. . - ° 



1 The other certif ied/Statf ' [assistant principal (s) , 
comiselor(s) , librarian/(4) , etc . I :^espond to \ the leadership 
patterns of the- print i^)al ' s staff and/or the principal. ; 
They £uLso respond to the leadership patterns of the , , 
person(s) directly alcove the principal ill the central office 
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.43 . ' ^ 



i The principal responds to the- leaaerthip pattern of the 
rson^I) in the school system to whom, he is directly respon- 



per 
sible. 



Directions for 'Administerin g the DSL.I ^ 

Detailed programmed instructions, " Inktructions for^ 
Adi^iniSteWing the Diagnostic Survey for Leadership. Improve- 
Seni (DSLn , " are able to be used: by P-so5nel^from wxthxn^ 

the schoor being sui^veyed. It ^s ^^^o'^^^^^'^./^^^^/^^^^S 
be administered by 'someone in the school whb is not one of 
the leaSers being surveyed, i^ost all -p4^^"^?,;'5° " 
taken the survey have bfeen.able to complete it wi thin the 
^^cole^deHime (^40 minultes) . . This .time ^^^l^^ 
out materials, giving instructions and responding to all tne 
??ems A lopy of thl DSLI and instructions for ^administering 
it can be seen in Appendix D, pages. 141 to 146.. \ 

. ' . ■ ■ " ■ I- ■■■'■^\ 

. 'The survey should be administered near the end of the^. ^ 
second quarter (or first semester) operatiori ,in any par- 
SSlar year.. This permits, time in that school year to 
receive the results and. to make action plans; for imple- 
menting improvement interventions. If a re-survey isy 

■SSired ; then plans should be made to r^-^dminister th,e . 
survey approximately one year later to all of the staf^ 
atterdina faculty meetings and to students m the same \ . 

0 subject areas and at the same grade level as was previously 
surveyed. 

The DSLi can be machine scored and reports generated 
and returned to the school within a month after the survey 
has blen Completed . A . school ^^at gives the surVey. before 
Christmas can have th^ reports back by ^he end of January. 
Within the. next two m6nths .(by. the , end °f ^J^f ^Jj^^' .^^^^ee 
be analyzed and action plans developed at each level. Three 
mon?hS after the survey hjp been administered , implementation 
of 'action plans can b^g^ri. 

Scorinc^ and Reporting^ 

' , ■- ... / 

'The.DSLl will undoubtedly be ^se^'^for research, and 
this, indeed, was one. of the purposes. for its development. 

However, knother, perhaps more central Purpose,, was^t^o 

orovide aVol which would be available to help school 
people at Wvery level to improve the\ quality of the inter- 
actions which ^hey have with studexxts\^and with one another. 



as they work to accomplish school tasks. The central theme 
of the DSLI is: ' . ' 

The lorganization will tend to develop 
unintended -consequences when there is 
a lack of . congruence between individual 
needs and organizational demands. 
(ArgYri§iBLi9^4 , p. 67) . . 



The scoring method, reporting procedures, and . the 
notion of developing "action plans, " were all developed for 
the purpose of reducing uriin^tended consequences and improv- 
ing the quality of. ^human j-nteraction in schools. 

Scoring \ ^ / 

Students, J teachers, department heads,- and other • 
cert:ified stajff (principals, assistant principals, coun- 
selors, librarians) all respond to items in the survey. 

'■ Students respond /to teachers in a specified subject 
area and to / the principal and his staff . 



' Teachers respond' to department chairmen and to the 
principal and his staff . 

• Department head-s and o'thers respond to the principal. 

The o ther certified staff (principals, assistant prin- 

^ ., cipals, counselors, and librarians) respond, to _ 

the centra l office .^ ' ' 

Below is a sample item taken from the" DSLI booklet . 



"sun'ECT AREaYoVERALL SCHOOL V OVERALL SYSTENf 

vordepartmenA principal \superintendent 

LEVEL \ LEVEL V LEVEL 



Statement 



Your leaders \have 
faith and tr\ist 
in you . 



*■ \ •« \ \ \ </> 



IS 
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1 \ 
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Q 


o 
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■ An item is scored by, using the "Is" and "Should Be" 
response scale. The scale is: 



0 
1 
2 
3 
4 



I don't know (?) 

Almost Never (AN) 

"Sometimes (S) 

Very Often ' (VO) 

Almost Always (AA) 



"Is" 



and "Should BeV 



Means. Means are then obtained by multiplying the 
frequiH^s in each. column by the scale and summmg^the 
sco?es,and then dividing by the total ^ ^^^^f : ^ 
don't know" responses are not used to calculate means_ 
Examples of obtaining means for the 
responses are '^i'^^n below; 

Example.: Is mean derivation 



Is frequencies 
Is ' scale 



AN 


. S 


VO 


AA 


N 


59 


+ 70 


+ 43 


+ 41 


= 213 


xl 


x2 


x3 


. x4 












Score 


59 


+ 140 


+ 129 


+ 164 


= 492 



IS mean 2.13 =492 (score) v 213 (number responding) 
Example: Should Be mean derivation 



Should Be frequencies 
Should Be scale 



AN 


S 


VO 


AA' 


, N 


19 


+ 51 


+ 62 


+ 95 ' 


= ^227 


xl 


x2 


x3- 


x4 


Score 








19 


+ 102 


^ + 186 


+ 3 80 


= 687 



Should Be mean 3.03 =687 (score) v-227 (number responding) 

Discrepancyscore. A discrepancy score (Should Be mean 
^nn,,.. T^mean) is deriv ed to determine the direction of the 
pioSlem- T!e? is thS leader doing less than or^ more than 
subordinai;! desire. This can be illustrated by using- the 
numbers of the. above means in two different ways. 



Item 1- Your leaders have faith and. trust in you. 

SB (Should Be) mean 3.03 
minus Is mean -2.13 \ 

LESS THAN SUBORDINATES DESIRE + .90 Discrepancy 

»••'.. 

SB (Should Be) rdean 2.13 , 

minus Is ' - mean -3.03 

MORE THAN SUBORDINATES DESIRE - .90 . Discrepancy 

Rather than assuming that subordinates . want a Likert 
System IV leadership pattern, the DSLI assumes that^there 
are problems onl/ when the leadership pattern 'and structure 
is different from the subordinates' desipes. By computing 
a discrepancy score it is possible to detect the direction . 
of this difference. The computer records--the-minus (-) sign 
only to indicate direction. / _ 

Intensity score .' The intensity score is derived by^ 
squaring the "Is" and "Should Be" means^and ^hen subtracting 
the squared "Is" meafi,from the squared "Should Be mean 
(Intensity = SB^ - Is^) . The reasoning underlying the 
intensity score is that a discrepancy score does not reveal 
the intensity 'Of the difference. The researcher believes 
Sat a "Should Be Almost Always" and . "Is Often" difference 
Js mo?e Intense than a "Should Be Sometimes" and "Is Almost 
Never." This is best illustrated in Figure 3 (see page 48;. 

' In tensity score scale . The intensity score scale 
indicates the incongruence and the intensity of this 
incongruence between the causal and intervening variables. .. 

The scale ranges theoretically from 0 to 15 (0....5 lu 

... .15) . ■ •• . ■■ 

Discrepancies between the "Is" and "Should Be"' _ 
responses can go in either a positive or negative direction. 
In order to provide an. intensity score scale which gives 
equal value to both positive and negative discrepancies and 
also does not distort the overall intensity score,, it was 
decided that when a negative i score was obtained to reverse 
the scale. Figure 4 illustrates the way that reversing the 
scSllpreierves the intensity value of the intensity score, 
scale. regardless of the discrepancy direction. Items with 
negative discrepancy are identified by an examination of the 
"Is" and "Should Be" means in the report. 





Figure -3. An illustration of the difference between 
discrepaacy and interrsity scores . 



Positive Discrepancy 
MORE SHOULD BE than Is 



Negative Discrepancy 
MORE IS than Should Be 




SB - IS = 0 . 1 2 3 

To compute the intensity: 

square the Is and Should Be 

means, then subtract the 

2 — 2 

IS from the SB . 




Intensity 0 
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16 
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16 



Intensity 



1^ 
AN 
1 
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Kh 



-3 
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When a minus, discrepancy 
appears, reverse the means 
on the scale, square the 
means, and subtract, to com-- ^ 
pute the intensity, IS' 

r2. 





Intensity 





16^ 


9 ' ■ 


4 


1 • 




AN 


""""^ 




AA 




16 


-^9 


. 4 


^1 - 



Intensity 15< 



Ficrure 4. An illustration of the computation of intensity 
scores for positive and negative discrepancies. 
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Reporting 

The reports went through several stages of development. 
At each stage the major objective was . to develop a manager- 
able usable report. The principals participating in tne^ 
study were most Helpful by reacting to the proposed report 
fornv and then suggesting changes in the report, form used m 
the pretest, and, finallyy the- form used m the posttest. 

The report for secondary schools consists of as many as 
ten. sections/ A report for elementary schools has a maxi^ 
mum of two sections. Elementary schools will have Section l 
and Section 10 of the ten sections listed below. 

Section 1 

Overall School Level (16 pages) 

Information about Subgroups - 

All Items -Total Group 

Individual Items Pages 

Faptor Summary Page 

Critical Items - Students 

Critical Items - Teachers _ 

Critical Items - Department Heads 

Critical Items - Other Certified 

Section 2 . o 

Language Arts Department Level (13 pages) 
All Items - Total Group , 
Individual Items Pages . 
Factor Summary Page . . 

Critical Items Students to Teachers 
Critical Items - Teachers to Department Heads 



Section 3 , \ 

Social Studies Department Level (13 pages) 
All Items - Total Group 
Individual Items Pages 
Factor Summary Page 

Critical Items - Students to Teachers 
Critical Items - Teachers to Department Heads 

'Section 4 ' - . 

-science Department Level (13 pages) 
All Items - Total Group 
Individual ItCTis Pages . 

Factor Summary Page . : . , , 

Critical. Items - Students to -Teachers ' : ■■ 
Critical Items - Teachers, to Department Heads 
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Section> 5 - , 

Mathematics Department Leyel (.13 pages) 

All Items - Total Group 
Individual Items Pages ^ \ 
Factor Summary Page' 

.Critical Items - Students to 'Teachers 
Critical Items - Teachers to Department Heads 

.Section. ,..,6 — • — ' " : " 

Health, Physical Education, and Safety Department 

Level (13 pages) 

All Items - Total Group ^ v 
Individual Items Pages \ 
Factor Summary Page * \^ 
Critical Items - Students to Teachers 
Critical Items - Teaichers to Dep^artment Heads 

■\ 

Section 7 . \ . 

Home and Industrial Arts Bepartm^ht Level- (13 pages) 
All Items - Tct^tl Group \ 
Individual *:*Items Pages \ ^ / 

Factor Summary Page \ 
. Critical Items - St-udents to Teachers 

Critical Items - Teachers to Depar,tment Heiads 

Section 8 . ^ \ ■ 

Vocational Education Department Level (13 pages) 
All Items - Total Group . i 

Individual Items Pages- 
Factor Summary Page- 
Critical Items - Students to Teachers 
Critical Items - Teachers to Department Heads 

Section 9 '\ 
Fine. Arts Department Leyel (13 pages) 

All Items - Total. Group p . 

Individual Items Pages . . 

Factor Summary Page : 
Critical Items - Students to Teachers' 
Critical. Items - Teachers to Department Heads 

•* ' . ' ■ ■ V ' ' 

Sectio.n 10 \ 
Overall System Levjpl (12 pages) 

All Item's - Other Certified Staff 
Individual Items Pages 

Factor Summary Page ' . ^ 

Critical . Items - Other Certified Staff to 
' Central Office \ 



The data for 
obtained by combi 
assistant princip 
from' each partici 
overall system, 
certified staff) 



Section 10 (Overall System Level) are • 
ning the other certified staff [princxpal, 
.al(s) , -counselor (s) , and librarian (s) J 
pating school into one report for the 
This procedure (combining school other 
provides anonymity for the respondents. 



is given only for 
centage of total, 
other certified s 



On this page, which 
Section i, the number (N) and the per- 



Information about subgroups page, 



students, teachers, department heads, and 
taff are reported for the fallowing areas: 



Subject area or department - 
Race 
^ Sex 

-Staff age 

Staff experience . ^ 

Student age. 
^ Student grade level - - 

. ■ ' - "3 

All items - total .group page . Each of the ten' sections 
have an all it ems -total group page. Data from .all 52 DSLI 
items concerning the section or level (overall ^^^ool, 
language arts department, etc.) are ^^P°^^^J; , J^f 
are given for the following areas as applicable to the 
particular level. 

TOTAL 

1 . BLACK • . - 

2. .WHITE " . .-■ ' 
- 3. ORIENTAL * 

4. AMERICAN INDIAN 

5. "PUEiRTO RICAN 

6\ MEXICAN AMERICAN 
7. CUBAN 



STUDENTS 

1. BLACK 

2. WHITE 

3. OTHER. 



...TEACHERS 
1 BLACK 

2. WHITE 

3 . OTHER 



DEPARTMENT HEADS 

1 . BLACK 

2. WHITE 

3. OTHER . 

OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 

1. BLACK 

2. WHITE 

3 . OTHER • 
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Below is an example of the kind of data given on the 
report for the above areas, on the "IS" side.' 



,is » . 


ALL ITEMS 
TOTAL GROUP 




standard 
Deviation 


MEANS 


-OMITS 


Frequent 






? 


1 

AN 


2 
S 


3 
0 


4 

AA 




N 


1.07 


2.30 


3 


18 


22 


26 


16 


15 


TOTAL 


270 



Starting on the extrei^ie left the standard deviation is 
reported. In the above example the standard deviation is 
1.07. A way' of interpreting the standard deviation is. to 
use the following suggested guide. , . . 



0 


~' • 


59 


Strong Consensus 


.60 




89 . 


Partial .Consensus 


.90 


- 1. 


09 


Weak Consensus . 


1.10 


- 1. 


59 


Diversity 


1.60 


- + 




Extreme Diversity 



— Consensus 

0 - 1.0 9-^ 

Diversity 
1.10 and over 

The means column reports the mean of the 15 responses. ; See 
page 46 for an explanation of mean computation. The omits 
column' in the example above 'indicates that 3% of all^the . 
responses (52 items) recdrded for the total group (270 N) 
were omitted . The frequency columns in the example above 
indicate that 18% responded that they did npt know (?); _ 
22% responded almost never (AN); 26% responded sometimes _(S); 
16%- responded of ten (0) ; and , 15.% responded almost always (AA). 

For the "SHOULD BE" side the following, data are given: 



N 


. % 


— '■ : : — ' — ■■ ' . 

SHOULD BE ^ 


Intensity 
-Score 


Free 


[uency 


Omits 


Mea'ns 


Standard 
Deviation 


? 


1 

AN 


2 
S 


3 
0 


.4 . 
AA 


270 


100 


13 


7 


19 


23 


35 


3 


3-03 


•89 ■ 


3-89 



Again, .the frequencies and omits are . reported as percentages. 
The "Should Be" mean (3.03) and the standard, deviation (.89) 
are' given for the "Should Be" responses. The last column 
reports the intensity score (3.89) . -v^ 

This all items total group page- can be used t9 give at 
least two kinds of important information. \ 

■ ' . ■ ■ . \ 

1. The intensity score can indicate the probable 
existence of. a minority group problem and the probable 
location of that problem by position. For example,\if the 
minority group's intensity score is higher than the ^maDority 
■group's, then -there may be a. minority group basis for Ipader 
ship dissatisfaction. This possible minority group basis 
can be further-, traced to the school pbsition(s); i.e. ,\ stu- 
dents, teachers, other certified staff. ° \-' 

\2. The intensity score can also be used to' exami^ne . 
leadership dissatisfaction by position. For example, if ' 
the stu'dent group has a higher intensity score than either 
the teacVi^s or the other certified staff, then this might 
indicate \he group with whom the ^principal could target his\ 
leadership^ improvement efforts. 

Individual items pages .- These pages" list each item in 
the DSLI sequentially and give the standard deviations, 
frequency percentages, and the intensity, scores for each 
respondent group. These items pages are included primarily 
to give the school leader back-up data' to indicate how the 
most intense items were compiled. ; 

• Facto r summary page . On this page air the items ^: " 
comprising each of the DSLI factors (Confidence and Trust, 
Communication, Control, Interaction-Inf luenc^ , and Decision- 
Making) are totaled and reported for each factor. ^^By 
examining the intensity scores for each, f actqr , the leader 
can prioritize his improvement efforts 1 ,. " 

Crit ifaal items pages : One page per respondent group 
is given identifying the ten items with the highest inten- 
sity scores. The items are ranked from the highest 
intensity of 'the ten, listed first, to the lowest* listed 
tenth. The item is printed alongside the . intensity Score. 
The.corresponding "Direction for Improvement" is given • ' 
opposite the item. , * . . _ . 

These pages are the' most important pages of each 
section of the report. The school lead^er has 1 to 4 

v.. • — 



pages to which he is encouraged to pay critical attention. 
The other pages in each" of the other sections are helpful 
and can be examined in whatever depth an/ individual school . 
leader deems appropriate to his use of t^he critical items^ 
pages . . 



Action Plans / 

-The "critical items" pages in each of the ten sections 
identify those ten DSLli items, with thej highest intensity 
scores. The "Directions for Improvement" provide general 
clues as. to what to do, | but by themselves they are inade- 
quate. It is recommended that action , 'plans be developed 
to make improvement in the targeted items. Underlying this' 
approach is the idea that changes in the causal variables 
will, in turn, affect the intervening; variables androver, . 
time influence the achievement of the; end-result ones . 

There are many ways by which action plans can be made ■ 
and implemented. • Each responsible leader at a given level 
-needs to determine; first, if he/she! wants to make action 
plans, and,.- if the answer is yes^' he/she needs to decide 
how the plans. will be made. 

The following ways to develop action plans are offered 
as suggestions. , They were developed for /those participating 
in the national study who wanted some specific, directi&ns on 
how to proceed past the cr.itical items page. 

student/Overall School Action Plans , 

Under th"e_ guidance of ' the' homeroom teacher, each home- 
room which was used in the .survey' should respond to the ten 
critical items by /explaining exactly what it is that was 
causing student dissatisfaction with- the item at this level 
of "leadership.. One specific sUggestibn for each of the ten 
items which will help the principal to improve his leader- 
ship should be offered by the studen^-'^^ ; . 

• A student representative from .eStti'. homeroom should be 
selected to form a student /advisbry committee. The student 
Representatives should meet and summarize the homeroom 
reports into a single report and present it to the principal 
•and .his staff.. ; 'T[ \ ' ' '\^^ \ , 

. The principal and his staff! bhould use homeroom anput 
and the (directions for improvement for each critical- a>tem 
to develop action plans for impron^ing leadership as 



/regards the critical items. The action plans should- be . 
reviewed with the student homeroom representatives. As 
action plans are implemented, the -principal .should-, inform ' 
the' homeroom representatives, and they in- turn should keep 
their fellow students informed. . ' 

Faculty/Overail School Action Plans ,- 

At a fa.culty meeting the staf f "^should be divided into 
sections; i.e., teachers, department heads, and other 
certified staff (excluding the principal) . Each member of 
each section shoul'd be provided with a copy of the critical 
items page approptiate to the faculty in that section. The. 
faculty in the teacher and department sections should be 
divided into subgroups. The other /certified staff ssotion , 
might remain as a .total group. Where appropriate, the sub- ; 
groups should' be assigned a^ portion of the ten critical ' ; 
items to focus upon. . » 

Each subgroup should prepare a written group report for 
the items assigned to them. The report should give the ^ ii 
specific reasons that there is ^dissatisfaction for the items 
■ and should offer specif ic. suggestions :,f or eliminating the 
dissatisfaction. Each group should select one, . represen- 
tative to meet with the principal and present to him the 
•report produced by their group. ^ 

The principal and his staff, using the faculty input , 
and the directions for improvement for each' critical item; 
should develop action plans for improving the' leadership ( , 
at the overall school level. The faculty should be kept / 
informed^ of action plans as these plans are implemented. , 

Students/Specific Subjej'ct Area ' , | . / . 

Action Plans : ~ '. ~ . . • ! / ' 

Agairt, the homteroom student group that. was asked to 
respond to teachers in a particular subject area should |be 

/asked to react to the critical items- for that subject area. 
Students should explain why they expressed dissatisf ^ct^tion 

' with the leadership as'regar^ds each ifetn, and gi-ve specific " 
suggestions as to how to make improvements . ;A written/ 
report should be sent from the homeroom to, the appropriate 
subject departments. ' j . 

' '. The teachers in each department- receiving a student , 
report should (as a group) use. the student report andr 
directions for improvement for each . critical item to ^ake,., 
action plans. 



The student newspaper and reports to homerooms should .. 
be used to inform students of action taken ^ to improve the 
leadership processes in each of the departments. 

Teachers/Department Heads ^ ^ 

Action Plans 

All the teachers in the department should,, as a group , 
prepare a report tO' the department head informing^ him as ^ 
to what is causing the fieeling of^^dissatisfactidri and a 
specific suggestion for improvement for each of ; the'^Qritical 
items . . ^ . ' . 

The depart-: ^^at head should use the teacher report arid 
the directions for improvement for >ach critical item to 
make improvtsment action plans. / • ^ 

As action plans are implemen^ted , the department head 
should inform the teachers. ' ^ ' 

■ Other Certified Staff/ ; . ' . , 

Central Office Action Plans ' > ' 

' ' It is sugaested that a committee elected by the people 
in similar positions in the participating schools be repre-, 
sentative of the following position^: 

' one elementary principal/ 

one elementary assistant principal, 

one junior high principal, ^ 

one junior high assistant principal, 

one junior high counselor, 

one senior high principal, /\ . - 

one senior high assistarit /principal, ; 

one senior high librari'an. ■ . . 

, This\lected group should prepare, a. report infonning 
the centrar\o,ffice (superintendent), why the other certified 
stafE expressed dissatisfaction , with the critical' itemg. 
Specific recommendations for improvement for each critical 
Itemi should also be made. | 

The central office should use this report ifrom the 'other 
certified elected committee and the directions I for improve- 
m^-rit for each critical item to make action plans for , 
improving the leadership from the central office. 



CHAPTER III 
Reliability 



Introduction 

Synonyms for reliability ares 
. dependability, stability, • consistency, 

predictability, accuracy. ^^jA reliable •» 
man, for, instance, is a mari\wjipse: be- 
' havior is consistent, dependable, and 
predictable — what he will do tomorrow . 
and n"ext week, will be ■ consistent with 
. what he does today and what he' has . 
done last week. We say he is stable. 
(Kerlinger, 1964, ip. 429) ' ■ - - 

. i ■ 

Thus, "reliability can be defined as the. degree of ^ 
consistency between two measures of the same thing ^ _ 
(Mehrens & Lehmann, 1969, p. 32). However,, several differ- 
ent - procedures can be employed to estimate a test _s relia- 
bility and these different' methods take . account of different 
sources of error. That is, the reliability of a test can be 
examined from a number of perspectives with each peripective 
bearing a slightly different .meaning. These dif fere it 
methods can bd" grouped into three broad categories:, 

1. Measures of stability _ . 

2. Measures of equivalence 

3. Measures of internal consistency. 

The importance of each of these categories^is entirely 
dependent upon the proclaimed; purpose of the test whose, 
'reliability is being .investigated. - ' 

. Mehrens and Lehmann -(1969',' P v. 36). also s fcrced" . that^a _ 
measure of stability , of teh called 4 test-rete^i^t estimate of 
relibility,- is obtained by administering a test to^a group 
of.individuals, readministering the same test to the same 
individuals. and correlating the two sets/.of scores. There 
are various poi^sible time intervals. The estimate of 
reliability will varj^ with the length of interval and thus 
the interval length must be considered in interpreting 



reliability coefficients. Any change in score from one 
setting to ttie other is treated as error. _ 

. In coritr'ast to the test-retest procedure!., is the _ • _ / " 
equiv alent fcirms estimate of reliability Which is^c^tained/ 
by giving two forms (with equal content, /means, and vari- ./ 
ances) of a iest to the same group of individuals on the a 
same day and jcorrelating these results/ Here, ^1^°; ,^ny / 

■change in performance is considered error/ but instead of/ 

measuring changes from one time to another, we measure _^ / 
changes du2 ^o the specificity of kriowledge (Mehrens, and/ 
Lehmann, 1969, p. 36). / ' / . 

i / ■ ■ ■ - ./.'■' 

The above two estimates of /reliability botn require 
data from two testing sessions/ Of ten it is not Possible 
to obtain th^se kinds 6f data./. Instead, it is possible to^ 
obtain reliability estimates from only one set of test data. 
These estimates are really £r^ices of ^he homogeneitW of 
the items-inlthe test, or tb4 degree to which the it^m 
rls^ses'coirelate with thi total test scores ^ (MehVens and 
Lehmann, 196?,- p.. 37). Thetefolre, these estimates are 
ulually referred to as meaLre3 of internal consisteng^. \ 

_ ■■ i ■ ' ' ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ' 

Reliability of the DSLI 

Since an equivalent/form/to the DSLI^does no4 exist, 
it. is not possible to us4 the/ equivalent forms "lethod to 
estimate the.l DSLI's rel/abili'ty . However, the other two 
methods are both of relfevanc^. // 

Measures of ' stabiAity . / As highlighted above, the issue 
of se^W^^^^^4-^ between test administrations 
?s crucial In estimating anf instrument's test-retest relia 

. bilitv This is .ex^en more so m the instance _df an _ 
iisirS^ent s|uch as^ the DSlJ, -^"Instrument whi?h antic 
that that which d/t -measure^ , will change. In f act, adminis 
tration of 3he D/IlI by ite^lf is J^f ?f ^ J^?.?^^^^ 

Hence, to obtain a valid estimate of the DSLI/s test retesr 
reliability, -the interval Setween Ji^^^^^^^S^f i^^Jj'of ' 
tivelv short. ^ Unfortunately, one of the ma^or failings or _ 
tirinitial Idata collectiorl design of the DSLI was _ that this 
was iSt accomplished. .Althbugh the DSLI was administered to 
th' 'same g?oSp of schools . tSile, the, adminis/trations were a ^ 
yeL Spart-7-'too long a periSd.-to. accurately assess ^SLI s 
TS^-retest reliability:. NeVertheless , the analyiss of this 
Tail does atileis? provide '.aVlue as to ^he/ lower boundary of 
^h«%2^<-^retest reliability o^ the DSLI. Tjherefore, without 

' g^eat claim Ss to itffutuJe Significance, /this analysis 

• was performed. 
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Since a major output of the DSLI for each school is 
the identification of the ten items exhibited as having the 
highest intensity, the ranki of= the sum of these tem items _ , 
(the ten items being unique for each school and identified 
in the 1973-1974 administration of the DSLI) served as the 
• test statistic for computing a Spearman rank-order coeffi- ■ 
cient between the 1973-74 and. 1974-75 administrations of 
the DSLl\ The Spearman coefficient was computed rather than 

. th:e'more t^ically employed Pearson product-moment becaurse 
the ihtensi-^y score is a non-parametric statistic. Only 
thosk schools\ which indicated that they had taken no action 
as a result of' the first administration of the DSLI were 
included; there were 19 such schools. Correlation coeffi- 
cients were computed for three levels: students to teachers, 

__si:iidfints to overall ^school (principal) , and non-students to 
overall school" "(pirrhcipal) ". The results "of these analyses 
are presented in Table 5 below. 



Table 5 



- Long-term stability coefficients 
of the Sum of the "Ten Most Intense Items" 



Observed 



Referent 
group/ 
level 




Mean^^^ 
1973-74 


Mean^^^ 
-1974-75 


Spearman 
Correlation 
. Coef fijcient 


Signifi- 
cance 
Level 


students 
to 


19 


252.40 


256.21 


.670 


.002 


^teachers 












students . 












to 
overall 


16 


263.10 


265.80 


.712 . 


.002 


school 












non- 












students 
to 


13 


224.49 


240.12 


-.159 


.608 


overall 












school 


'\ 











Tne numoer or buiiuuxa wiij.<-ii ^ ^^j^^xxv^ww. — -.— 
1973-74 and jclaimed that they developed no plans of action 
to affect their climate of leadership in the interim. 
^ The mean over schools of the sum of the! intensity _ scores • 
of the ten items which exhibited the highest intensity score 
in the 1973-1974 administration of the DSLI. 



As is seeri^ relatively high and statistically signifi-- 
cant positive correlations were .obtainied for two of the 
three referisnt^ group/levels investigated. A negative and 
nonsignificant correlation was. found with respect to the^ ^ 
third area of investigation. The fact that the two signifi- 
caiit correlations involved student respondents while the 
nonsignificant correlation involved non-students remains 
unexplained at this time. One possible explanation.is that 
whereas students and. teachers were not informed about. DSLI. 
results^ the principals were informed and as a consequence 
they were aware of certain problems. This awareness, may, 
have reinforced the principals who *d id not make action plans' 
to move even further away from a System IV leadership pattern. 
The coefficients so obtained serve as lower-limits of the 
test-retest reliability of the DSLI.. 

Measures of internal consistency . The internal consis-- 
tency of the DSLI .was investigated through applic^^tlon of 
the split-half method of estimating reliability. The data 
collected in 1974-75 served as 'the data base, for this 
analysis. According to Mehrens and Lehmann, the split-half 
method is theoretically the same as the ecjuivalent forms 

method; however , instead of administrating an alternative r 

form of the test, one splits the single tfest into two partes, 
and these two subscores are correlated. Because the resul- 
tant correlation coefficient estimates the reliability of I ' 

a test only half as long as truly desired, a corr ectio n 

formula must be applied. One of the difficulties encountered 
in this' procedure is the determination of a criterion by 
which to split the original test into two "equivalent" parts. 
The most typically adopted criterion -is to separately group 
the odd-numbered and even-numbered items . This routine is 
only justified, however, if there is no notion that the 
items of the test are not related in some systematic fashion. 
In regards to the instrument at hand, it will be demonstrated, 
in the next section that one strong factor undergirds. the 
DSLI. Moreover, most of the items of the DSLI are heavily 
loaded on this factor. Thus, an examination of the factor 
structure of the DSLI reveals that an odd-even split can be 
utilized. with little loss of generality. 

Hence, split-half, (odd-even) estimates of the DSLI 's 
reliability were computed on the Is and Should Be dimensions 
by the type of educational institution (i .e. , elementary , 
middle, secondary, and all combined) . This estimate came in 
terms of Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients, 
which were then corrected by the Spearman-Brown Prophesy 
Formula. The results of the analysis, which are presented 
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in Table 6, (see p. .63) reveal that J^f J^^.^'^V'"^"' 

of internal consistency was displayed.by the DSLI. 

In addition, a similar analysis was conducted on. the 
intensity score. Once again, odd-even reliability coeffi- 
cientrwfce c^^^^ for each of the strata mentioned^above. 

SowevL,. owing . to . the fact that the intensity score is a 
nSn!;aJ;metric statistic, the estimate -^^^1-,,--,^"^ Vs 
terms of Spearman rank-order correlation coefficients. As 

wo™d be expected, the results of this ^"^^^f P^^f J^^^'' 
those^ just mentioned; the results are also displayed m 

Table 6 . . 

It is relevant ..to note that all of the af orementioned,^^^ 
estimates of reliability were not affected by time-in the , 
sinse that a respondent is given unlimited time to complete 
?he DSLI, and responses to the DSLI which were partially 
Jncomple^e were manually eliminated from the sample. 

Validity ' 

Introduction 

Within the measurement context, validity -can be broadly 
H.fined as the degree to whiah a ;test actually measures that 

-^Sjf it purports^^o measure. While this term bears such a 
simplistic definition, it is perhaps unfortunate but true 

ihe detlrminatioA of a test's validity is a complex 
anf mSti-facSed task; indeed outside the physical realm 
one cari never truthfully assert that a tebt is ^alid, Dur, 
?a?her? that its measurements conform to P"°-^^J-°^^^^3^^' 
exoectations, follow other similar tests, or just majces 
lenJJ FS?tAermore, by its definition, validity ^^^"ot an 
^hSnlnte- there' is no single validity statistic for a test, 

■ a tesf may be "valid" for one purpose but not for another 
?t is agreed, however, that a test must be reliable for it 
to is vllid. That is, reliability is a necessary ante- 
cedent to validity although reliability m andof itself 
does not render validi-ty. - ■ 

According to the reference ^.bgf there 

and P.=vnhnlQQica l Tests and Manuals (Mehrens , 1969V^tnere 
a?e three "kLds" ot validity: (D content validity, 

critlrion-related validity, and (3) construct validity . 
The foUowing dJfinitions were taken from this reference 
(pp. 43-44) .. • 
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i Co ntent validity is related to how adequa-tely the 
content of the test samples the domain of subject matter, 
about which inferences are to be made. There is no - 
numerical expression for content validity: it is determined 
by a thorough inspection of the items. Content^yalidity is 
most crucial in the case of achievement tests -through which 
a subject's ability with regard to a universe of knowledge 
or skill is ascertained by a demonstration of the subject s 
ability on a select sample of items taken from that universe, 
in this instance, the test's degree of content validity is 
an estimate^ of how well the sampled items "cover, the 
universe . 

rriterion-r elated validity pertains to t°he technique of 
studying the relationship between the test scores, and inde- , 
pendent external scores. Quite frequently, the subjects 
scores on another instrument which" purports to measure the 
same concept as the "experimental" test but whose validity 
has been priorly established serves as the criterion 
measure: in this case, the Pearson product-moment corre- 
lation coefficient (r) between the subjects' scores^on the 
two tests is the most typically utilized statistic for 
repor-ting the. test's criterion-related validity. 

Construct validity is the degree to which the test • 
'scores can be accountea for by certain explanatory constructs 
in a psychological theory. If an instrument has construct^ 
validity, people's scores will vary as. the theory underlying 
the construct would predict. Depending upon the nature of 
the construct derived hypotheses, many different statis-. , 
tical measures are used to estimate this type of validity. 

From the above-mentioned definitions ,- it is seen that 
the concept of validity, is multi-dimensional. Moreover, • 
the dimensions are not clear-cut and none have a fully- 
standardized estimation procedure. In reality^an 
instrument's validity or lack thereof is ascertained only, 
after years of numerous disparate applications. Only^then 
in light of repeated applications and constant surveillance 
will an instrument's nuances and its accuracy become. 
apparent. In the construction of a new instrument, the 
: crea^o? is obligated to. compile baseline data conp^^^^^^^ 
his/her instrument's validity; it is inconceivable that all 
aspects of a test's validity can be gauged m its develop- 
mental, somewhat artificial pilot studies. . 

The DSLI was, from its inception, intended to serve as 

a diagnostic tool, to diagnose the ^^g^^^^^^^^^J^.^f ^JJt a 
schools. With no .call for fanfare, it may be stated that a 



multit/de of school leadership theories exist with each 
theory proclaiming a specific set of constructs as being of 
key importance. Although there is some degree of commonality 
among these, theories, there is also a good deal of diver- 
gence:' to date/ no single theory has risen to uivquestioned 
pre-eminence. 

Also from its inception, the DSLI was intended to 
diagnose the organizational health in schools explicitly 
in terms of constructs derived frpm the theory espoused by 
Rensis Likert and for our purposes called Human Organization 
Theory. 

In terms of the DSLI, vis-a-vis validity, then, the 
prime topic of concern -is the connection between the instru- 
ment and Likert' s Human Organization Theory. Do the items 
comprising the DSLI adequately sample the domain of the 
theory? Does 'the factor structure of the DSLI conform/^ 
the constructs of the theory? Do the responses to the DSLI 
follow the dictates of logical reasoning , especially the. 
logical consequences of Likert 's theoretical position? 
And, finally, is the DSLI useful as a diagnostic instru- 
ment? That is, does diagnosis byg^the DSLI lead to an. 
"improved" climate under the definition of improvement ' 
proffered by Likert? 

It. is seen that these concerns address themselves 
primarily to content and construc£ validity as earlier 
defined; also, the strong dependence of the DSL-I upon a 
theoretical structure/ tends 'to blur the distinction 
between these two types of validity. . These facts are a 
consequence of the nature of the DSLI and result m the 
de-emphasis of criterion-related validity. In fact/ no 
effort has as yet been made to correlate scores on the DSLI 
with an external criterion score of any kind. Although' 
future uses of the DSLI may elevate the priority of this 
issue, its current priority was taken to be subservient to 
the issues raised above. 

The Likert. Human Organization Theory* was examined in 
Chapter I. The . following material on validity is* developed 
with thoise theoretical constructs in mind. 

Content Validity of the DSLI 

Content validity is the representativeness 
or sampling adequacy of the content—the 
substance, the matter, the topics — of a , 
measuring instrument. Content validation 
is guided by the question: Is the 
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substance or content of this measure, 
representative of the content or the • 
universe of content of- the property 
" being measured. (Kerlinger,. 1964, 

pp. 445-446) . .- ' 

. Given that the intent of the DSLI, is to assess a 
school's organizational health, content validation-of the 
DSLI is guided by the following two questions: 

1 ' Is the theoretic structure advocated by 

Likert an adequate and accurate conceptual- 
ization of a sch^'s'brganizational health? 

and , 0. 1 

2 Do the items composing the DSLI accurately 
'and adequately "sample" Likert 's theoretic 

structure? 

The first of these questions was addressed in the 
immediately preceeding section. A review of that section 
Sfprove that strong eviden6e has indeed been presented 
to answer the question affirmatively. The judgmental 
answer ?o the second question rests upon the soundness of 
?he methodology of item selection utilized in developing^ 
thS SsLI. Wafa logical process consistently em^loyed^to 
ensure that the items selected were germane to Likert s 
theory and were all aspects of the theory "covered" by the 
items? 

The process used to develop the DSLI is described in 
Chanter II. The fastidiousness by which this develop- . 
meSafprodess was /carried out,, and the obvious connection 
SItwSen ^he resultant DSLI' .cems and the constructs of 
Skert? . causes the DSLi to be judged to have a high degree 
of content validity. ^ 

Construct Validity of the DSLI 

Since the DSLI purports to lean so heavily upon, a 
prior theoretic structure, a prime measure of ^construct 
vSiiditv is the degree o,f similarity, between the, factor 
ISriciure of the response^ to the DSLI and ^he ^planatory 
constructs hypothesized by Likert. As is seen,, this is d . 
somewhaf more stringent requirement than simply -verifying 
thafthe factor structure of the DSLI f ^"^^^P^^f ^^^3^^ 
providing constructs -which make logical sense--for . this . 
^measute ?«-.nires^ that it makes specific logical sense , 
^hat bJ^ / Lrrespondence to the logic of Likert 's 
^Snst^uct:/' in this regard, then, the test of construct 
SaJidii? tha't factor structure of the responses to 



the DSLI be composed of approximately five factors and that 
these factors can be likened to the five construct? of 
Likert: commujiication, control, /decision-making, inters 
action-influence, and confidence and trust in leadership. 
This test dove-tails nicely with the typically assumed 
requirements for validation—that the factor structure of 
a test be composed of a relatively small number of factors 
and that a^ f ew of these factors "explain" a significant 
proportion, of the varia;nc^ of the test. Therefore^ the ^ ^ 
questions now posed are how many constructs (factors) 
underlie the, DSLI? what proportion of the variance of the 
DSLI do relatively few 6f these constructs (factors) explain? 
and-, is there a noted similarity between these^ constructs 
and those of Likert? • , • ^ . 

Principal Components Analysis 

To answer the . above questions, the responses to the, 
DSLI gathered in 1974-194^5 were subjected to a Principal 
Components Analysis (Hotelling, 1933). The obtained factor 
matrices were clarified through Varimax orthogonal rotation . 
(Harmon, 1967) .• The criteria adopted for accepting a com- 
ponent (i.e. , factor) was the "determination of . an eigenvalue . 
greater than or equal to 1.00, a criterion frequently uti- 
lized and supported iji the literature (Rummel, 1970). 
Because the school - is" the unit of analysis f or . the DSLI, the 
input data were the mean responses within a school — each 
school being equally weighted regardless of .the number of .. 
responses within the school . ' 

Separate analyses were performed for each dimension of 
the DSLI for each combination of referent group and level. 
More specifically, a unique Principal Components Analysis, 
was performed for each of the following 14 data response 
sets : - . ■ . . 

1. Students responding to the Is dimension. on the* 

■ department level; i".e., student responses to the 

teachers of all subject areas were, pooled . 

2. Students responding to the Should Be dimension on 
the department level; i.e., student responses to ^ 
teachers of all subject areas were pooled. 

3. .Teachers responding to the Is dimehsion on the , 

department level; i.e., teachers- responding to 
their department chairman with all departments . 

pooled. • - — 

4. Teachers responding to the Should. Be dimension on 
the department level ;' i . e ., teachers ^responding to 
their department chairman with all departments 
pooled. ' — J . 
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5 / Students combinied with non-students responding 'to 
/ the Is dimension on the department level, 
/e. Students combined with non-students responding to 

the Should Be dimension on ^ the- department level . ^ / 
7. Students responding to the'^ Is dimension on the y 

overall school-principal level . 
.8. Students responding to the Should Be dimension on 

the overall . schobl-principal level. 
9. Non-Students (teachers, department heads, non- 
certified and other certlfJLfid staff excluding the 
principal) responding to the Is dimension on the 
overall school-principal level, ^ 
10. Nori-students (tteachers, department heads, non- 

' certified and*^ther certified staff excluding, the 
principal) responding, to the Should Be dimension 
on the overall school-principal^ leivel *. 
11 Other certified staff (principals, assistant 

principals, counselors, and librarians ) responding 
to the Is dimension on the overall system (central 
office) level. . 
12 J Other certifie^ca staff (principals., assistant prin- 
cipals, counselors, and librarians) responding to 
the Should Be dimension on the overall system 
(central office) level. 

Students responding to the Is dimension on the 
department level (teachers) , combined with non- 
students responding to the Is dimension on the 
overall school-principal level, combined with 
* . other certified staff j^responding to the Is dimen- 

sion on the overall system^ (central office), level. 
14. Students responding to the Should Be dimension on 

the department level (teachers), combined with^non- 
students responding to the Should Be diraension on 
the overall school-principal, level , combined with 
-'other certified staff responding to the Should Be 
dimension on the overall system, (centra;! office) ' 
level . . V V . 

The^robated fadtor matrices for these. 14 analyses are 
presented in Appendix. E. The correspgnding eigenvalues, and 
cnmulative percentage of eigenvalues, (i . e ., cumulative 
percent of variance explained) are recorded at the bottom of 
each table. • Certain relevant aspects of these 14 analyses 
are presented in Table 7 (see. p. 69). ' ^ . 

As is seen, the table's entries bear witness to the ^ 
construct validity of the^DSLI— at least with reference to 
the typically assiomed requirements for validation. That is, 
the factor structure of the DSLI is composed of .arre-latively 
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small number of factors' and these factors explap-n 
ficant proportion of the test "s. variance-. Moreover, at 
least with respect to the number of factors generated arp 
relative proportions of explained^ variability , | a high / 
degree of consistency is revealed between factor stiruc^ures 
Table 7 also highlights that the dimensionality of the|pSLI 
factor structure approximates the aforementioned criterion 
level of five. At first, this would seem to be more the 
case along the Is than the Should. Be /dimension. - .However , 
upon^closer observation of the references, ta.tjles ih 
Appendix E it is recognized that the .latter extracted^ 
factors- along the Should Be dimension contribute little 
additional explariktions , a fact which actual,iy brings this 
str^icture closer , to ciriterion. 



tDne additional result depicted, in ^able 7 is worth 
noting: - one .strong factor underlies the . DSLI ;and this 
effect is more appa;:ent on the Is than the Should Be dimen- 
sion. The observatiori' that the one . factor is stronger for 
the Is than the Should: Be dimension and the underlying 
explanation is offered as further support for the contention 
that the DSLI taps the constructs underlying the Likert , . 
theory. Likerfs (1961, p. 103) principle of supportive , 
reMtionships is that the leadership and other processes.^of 
'the organization must be such as to insure a? maximum .proba- 
bility that in all interactions and all . relationships, wi thin 
the organization each piember will, in light of his back- 
ground, values, and expectations, viev/ the experience as 
supportive and one which builds and. maintains his sense of 
personal worth and importance. Consequently, one .would ; 
expect to find that this principle of supportive relation- 
ships (confidence and trust) looms larger pn the Is 
dimension of the DSLI than .it does on the Should ..Be dimension 
It appears that as people respond to questions about the ._ 
idekl (Should Be), they are inclinG^d to give a more expanded 
weight to other organizatidnal factors. .^On the other hand, 
in describing how it "Is" the pfinbiple of supportive^ i , 
relationships (confidence and triift) looms larger giving ,a 
more narrow attention to other organizational factors. j 

1 While- the above-mentioned re'suits and . arguments provide 
'support for the cons'truct validity of the. DSLI , they do inpt 
direttly address the interpre-tab-le meaning of the DSLI ; | 
f act<^r vstrucjbure^.wi-th--specif ic reference to the structure , 
of Likert. From the 14 factor analyses listed on, pp.. b (-ba, 
analysis number 14 wSs given special attention. This was , 
deemed necessary in view of the fa'ct\that Likert.Vs theori^ I 
revolved primarily about a subordinated s perdeption' of ; j 
his/hfer immediate organiz'atidnal ^superior . With respect to 
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the DSLI> this/nexus exists for three respondent group/ 
levelis: studefnt to department level ^ (tieacher) , non-student 
to overall schoor level (principal) , 'and other certified 
staff to ove/alT system level (cgntral^'office) . Therefore, 
these three ireferiBnt groups were poaled . Responses to the, 
Sho.uld Be di'mension of the DSLI were, utilized since it was 
felt that this dimension would be less- "contaminated" by 
idiosyncratic situations Extant withi^ schools. 
That is*/ the Should dimension should be somewhat less 
biased than the Is' dimension by the press of an immediate 
but quickly passing conflict situation.. ' ^ V 

The, rotated factor matrix d-eriyed from this analysis 
is presented in Appendix E-14., Und^r the acceptance crite- 
rion [of an eigenvalue greater than or equal^* to 1 . 00 , seven 
factors we^fe accepted. Once again^. one factor appeared 
extremely strong, explaining 57% of the tegt Vs variance. 
.In combination, the seven factors explained 73f:of the, 
variance. ^ • !^ ' 

The meaning of each of these |f actors is judgmental in 
nature; the meaning of each factor being* .interpreted as the 
logical cpnnection which binds the ii^tems. most highly loaded 
on each factor together. These iteiiis grouped b^- the 'f-'we 
factors selected and their -factdr j loadings are given, in 
Appendix 'E-15. These five factors are highlighted toecauseV 
in the researcher Is judgment, the^/^ show a recognizable simi- 
larity to -Likert'^ five constructs. In this regard, of 
relevance is\the fact that the remaining two factors, 
although not markedly atypical to | other factors, explain 
only 4% of the test ' s variance; Thus, !the DSLI does appear 
to! measure what it purports',to measure,! namely, Likert 's 
conception, of a school's organizational health. / .. 

On 'the basis of logical argumentation, the emergence 
of a somewhat surprisingly strong 'single factor can jnow be 
explained. As recorded in Appendix E-14, this- factor has 
been interpreted as Confidence and! Trust. If this, is -indeed 
true, then it makes sense that it would tend t,o overshadow 
such concerns as communication, control, dec is ion-making, 
and interaction-influence --for it -is. reasonable to. assume 
that respondents would view these .latter-mentioned concerns 
differentially on the basis of thd Icqnf idenqe ' and trust 
. they feel should- be" placed ins their leaders; -That is, for 
example; a respondent's desired level of communiqa.tion can 
logically be expected to' be somewhat. dependent upon his/ 
her.' view of confidence in those to wh^ he/she miust > 
communicate*. In a mathematical sense, this, ef f eet _ would , . 



result in the leadersliip/conf idence factor ove5shadpwing--the 
communication factor in terms of Eerc-ent^-of variance 
explained. — ' • 

Measures of Logical Consistency 

* For most instrui^ents it/should be possible^to\hyPothe- ' 
size the existence of certaiA relationships on the.^a^xs of^ , 
the theoretical foundation the a-^^^trument The empirical , 
validation of these priorly deduced. relationships th^n offers 
evidence o-f the- test' s construct validity. In^layman^s ; 
terms, this argument is equivalent, to; stating that^the 
scores of the test must be jlogically jconsistent ^-ith^t^e i 
results one would expect from reasoning with tne J-J^^ J ^ 
guiding theory: for a tes^ to be valid, it must be logically 
consistent. (. , 

.According to the prganizational^theory ■ of R^nsis Likert , 
an organization is an instrument of jsocia.lyzation. The. 
convergence of organizational, participants* attitudes ic , 
well documented throughout the literature of sociology 
.(Bridges, 1964; Merton, l'957; Prestf us , 1962; Goff-an, 1961). 
ThSrSor4,' if the DSLI- "behaves" in'a logically consistent.. 
"■ f ashxoiTT-ene would expect that the Responses of ^1^°^?: 
standinq participants^ within the school ^^^l^^^^"?^^^. JJ^^^!^^ 
less variability than w^buld rthe responses, of shorter-term 
participants. Concerning organizational^participants 
responding to theDSLI, this hypothesized difference m 
5I^ia?Zon^hould be apparent between the ^-f-^-^^.f^'J^P^ P^' 
students (short-term /participahts )! and non-students (long 
standing participants) responding • ^o the organizational 
health Shich should /be maintained pn the overall. school 
level. " . \ 



Evidence that this hypothesized . difference was indeed 
exhibited and was. in the direction, predicted is quickl^^ 
obtained' through observation of the values of standard 
deviations (the square rocSt of the variance) presented in 
Appendix F. Tk determine if this; difference was "real (that 
is statistically significant), an F-value was calculati^d 
f^; tSf Variability Long the "total Should Be -ores^ (i.e.> 
the sum of responses to all 52 items of the DSLI) of non. , 
s^udenL vs Se variability, among the "total Should B^^^^^ 
-scores" of stu<ien-s when both groups areL responding '^^^h 
reference to tAe overall school._Xevel. >^ observed ^xgnifi 
cance level of .10 or less was deemed necWary to accept , 
SrhypSSesfzed difference as being -^^^^^i^J^J^.^^^^jf f 8 
cant. The results of this analysis are presented m Table 8 
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below. An F94,147 statii^ «a;'.c of 1 . 28 was^V calculated 
this value is le^s than the criterion F/!^tatistic, the 
hypothesis cf sigr.if i-;ant diffei-ence was ^accepted. 



\ Table 8 

Student to Non-Student Variance 

Based upon 1974-1975 Response^> to 
tha Overall School Level on the 
I Should £f Dimension \ 



Since 



Referent Group 

■ r • ' \ 

Student 

'? ■ ■ ■ 
Non-Student 



N 



94,147 



.8 

180.4 



94 
147 



61j. 142 
47'. 595 



1.28* 



*Significant at the . 10 level ' 



\ 



As a result of years of reasoning with the findings of 
experimental studies knd praqacarobservations 
ReSsis Likert concluded that organizations' health \could be 
explained- in terms of .a number of constructs which^he 
presented as his Human Organization _Theo^y^_ In a^^^^ 
he felt tliat the leadership in organizations coula^e . 
categorized into four, general types and, most importaritly , 

fSt that one of these types (System IV) was superior,^ to 
the other 'three. In a very real sense;, items Were selected 
fortnc^SsJofiA the-DSLI. In the basis' of ^heir representing 
"System IV thought." Moreover, all items °f U^Jff 
written in the "positive" direction that the more f re 
'auently a respondent felt an organization should exhibit .\ 
?he behaviors impliciit in the items, the more the respon-^ 
dent would be ag?eeing with the desirability of creating a 
System IV type climate. Consequently, there is a dirept 
pos^Sve relation between a respondent's level of desiir.- ^ 
b?lity of a system IV cllmate.and his/her score^o^ 
Should Be dimension. Of course, the respondent s scor^ on 
the IS dimension is an index, of how fully. implemented a 
Systemlv is i?thin the school. Furthermore, the dj-agnostic 
Seicriptions provided by the DSLI have the explrcit . intent 
of creating a System IV type climate. | .1 

I : Given the fact that the DSLI purports^to be a ^ia^f 
riostic tool, for the DSLI to be at all' useful it must be 
ill^d ?ha; a> system IV >climate. is highly desirable and 
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•thatV'is is not yet achieved. That is, an assumption 
necessary to render the DSLI useful is that the mean score . 
of the Should Be dimension is numerically. greater than tne 
mean score of the Is dimension. If this assumption . is not 
met, the DSLI is neither useful nor valid. 

Evidence that this assumption was indeed exhibited by 
the data can once again be obtained through observation of 
Appendix F. In this case, .however, the values of concern 
afe the means , in particalar ," the relative level of each 
Is mean vs. its respective Should Be mean. This hypothesis 
of difference was tested with reference to students res- 
ponding to the overall school level and non-students 
responding to the overall school level. The^ data collected 
in 1974-1975 served as the basis for the analysis. The 
variables of analysis were the . mean of the total Is scores; 
i.e., the summation of responses to all 52 items on the Is 
dimension and the mean of the total Should Be scores computed' 
separately f6r each referent group. Two student t-tests ^ 
were computed to test- for significance. The computed results 
of this procedure are presented in Table 9 below. As i? 
seen, the hypothesis of difference; was supported for both 
referent groups. Thus, additional support is given to the 
construct validity of the DSLT , ^ 



Referent 



N 



Table 9 

Is to Should Be Means Comparison: 
Students Responding to the Overall 
, School level (1974-1975) 
Non-students Responding to the Overall 
School Level (1974-1975) 



Is Should Be 
Mean Mean 



Is 

Variance 



Should Be 
Vari^ce 



Students 94 


106.7 


159 


.8 


203. 


213 


^ 61. 


142 


31.646* 


Students 


140.7 


180 


.4 


308. 


6,8 5 


47. 


595 


25.694* 


*Signif icant 


at the 


.001 


level . 













A final point of relevance is the observation, that, or. 
the overall school level, non-students felt, the school shon^d 
be "more" System IV oriented than did students; and. 
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furthermore, felt that it actually was more System IV 
oriented than did students (see Appendix F) . Based upon 
the arguments presented in the above paragraphs, this 
observation makes, logical sense and in so doing bears wit- 
ness to the construct -validity of the DSLI., 

Measures of Practical Utility 

The DSLI purports to be a diagnostic' tool. Furthermore, 
it provides "Directions for Improvement" for each critical 
item identified in order to stimulate the development of 
intervention strategies. These directions for improvement 
IncoSage leaders a? each level to develop "Action Plans" to 
reduce the intensity of the "ten most intense items 
Identified. As staLd purposes of the DSLI, the occurrence 
or non-occurrence of these practical utility-oriented outcomes 
are relevant concerns addressing the construct validity of 
the DSLI . ' . 

one crude measure of the DSLI ' s ability to stimulate 
"Action- Plans" was obtained by asking just that. That is , 
e2Sh of theM24 schools involved in the 1973-1974 sample 
wS?e asked if they developed Action Plans" after receiv .g 
their'S^gnosis bj the DsL . Ninety-three schools^r^^^^^^ 
to this questionnaire: 80 schools replied- in the affirma 
tive, whiL 13 schools said that they had not developed any . 
such set of plans. "I 

The results of thfa^s^questionnaire provided a ci t- fi- 
cation Ich^m^ about MtTan initid* a.nS limited a tte-u^t to 
assess the . impact of the DSLI was structured A. ha^oe^^ 
noted, , for each school, the DSLI report ^aigh^ightc ^Kj^'^^ 
i?ems that exhibited the highest intensity scores. For cac . 
school, a statistic was computed by s™;^f.?^;^;^-:^i^"-^-?-q7.;~- 
scores of the ten most intense ^J^^^V ^^-^^f J^J";^;?;/^ . 
1974 diagnosis and subtracting ^^^f^,^.^%^^^^L 
scores of these same ten items m the 19/4-197^ ad..AnJ.. 
tration^lf~thi- DSLI . Utilizin g this statistic, ^^choox^ ^ 
whici Slafmed that they had taken action were co^^pared to 
schools which claimed that they had taken no acuion. 

This test is seen to have rel'evanc. to the cons ti let 
validity of the DSLI inasmuch as it w).s .iypothei.aned tha- 
Sose schools who claimed to have taken auction shcald 
SMbit a heightened reduction of iatens^ ty scores^.^e. 
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.'his "q'^^si-.g j-imental" routine, not the least^-. 
h rS the l^Qj. of control by the experimenter. ?-act, 
t}^;°" gsarchsi notion as to what action schools took; 

quite obviously,-, inappropriate action^may be^inore^ 



•"n^ iri ^^terrji-eted with extreme caution; the; results of 
t^^'^lLiysis are displayed .primarily because thi, question 
^^J^d i^^" interesting one and not because the test xtself 
^^^quat^^^^'^^^ers the question. ' . ^ i 

^"-6 tha j_j^+.erisity scoro is a non-parametric statistic, 



^H.^ ar)t>^°'?^^^te variable for analysis is the rank of the 
P^ ,Tr^Ssly defined statistic. That is, statistics were 
"^^Slit^d ^^ch school and these were ranked; the rankings 

the d^t^ for a Kruskal-^Wallis ter.t comparing scl^ools 
Wk?^J^%laiined to have taken action to those schools which - 
<aQ^JJ lj so cl^i The hypothesis as stated above will be 



The results of this 
^h^Tv^i^ Presented in Table 10 below. The entries of 

tiJJ^^J^ble cle^j^j^y indicate that the hypothesis of difference 



•%^a>cte^ ^ Significant level of .10 



noi 



supported . 



Table 10 



Kruskal-Wallis Test: 
^parison of Gain Scores^ on, "'Ten Most intense Items" , 
for Schools claimy^Jto have taken action 
Schools claimihfilHBfcave taken no action 



Students « 
^choo 



Sum of Squares 



Chi-Square 
(one degree 
of freedom) 



v/srall 
)1 



n2 

72 
93 



30.048 
46.28f 

260.758 



.069* 
.106* 

.358* 



i^en Most Intense Items) 3^g^3_74 



(Ten Most Intense 



^t:eins) 1974-75', where the "Ten Most Intense items 
kertti^.^^^.i'} 1973-1^7.4 



were 



NO 



r ^'ig^^fice.nt at' the .10 level. 



A more structural approach to test the practical 
utility (construct validity) of the D3LI was conducted . The 
full details of this experiment can be examined m 
Brotherton's (1975) doctoral dissertation report . _ 

A -feedback/socialization model was conceptualized from 
the research literature on feedback. The model consisted 
of representative cross-sectiofial groups- of the various 
sublevels of the organization. The cross-sectional groups 
were provided opportunities to participate across organ- 
izational levels by analyzing each item with the highest • . 
intensity score in each of the five organizational processes. 
The model thus provided for coordination through the feed- 
back of survey information to all' role participants. 
Additionally, it left the ultimate programming and sanctions 
to the various superordinate levels of the organization. 
The principle control mechanism was conceived to be serial- 
ization with emphasis on the development .of group norms. 
The model encouraged the development of a horizontal rather 
than a vertical organization. " It followed rather closely 
the over-lapping pin structure emphasized by Likert. 

Eighteen senior high schools from the total sample 
were selected to participate in the feedback experiment. 
These 18 schools were' randomly drawn from the available 
schools within each strata. These^- 18 selected schools 
were then, randomly assigned as either treatment or control 
schools - This procedure resulted in a selection of three . 
treatment and three control schools in each of three strata. 
See Ta'- le 11 for a listing of the 18 schools. ^ 

Statistical analyses of the data involved the use of 
change scores. Charige scores were computed by subtracting 
posttest intensity scores from pretest intensity scores.. 
The change scores^were utilized to test the hypotheses of 
the study using We Mann-Whitney U Test.' Siegel (1956, 
D 116) claimed that the Mann-Whitney U Test has a power- 
efficiency rating of approximately 95 percent when compared 
to the t test. One tailed significance tests were utilized 
,to increase the power of the tests in the analyses. The^^e 
analyses are given in Appendix G.. 

Two general questions were ex:-lored in this study. ^ '"'S 
first question [hypotheses 1.1 (student to overall schcw.-.. ^r, 
one item of each of the five organizational processes ; , . 
(teacher to overall school on one- item of each of the t?,.'.ru . 
processes), -and 1.3 (student to eacph of four 'su^^ect depar|- 
ments cn one item of each of the five processes) ] dealt with 
the effect that. the feedback model had concerning targeted , 



Random Selection of Schools 
to Participate in Feedback Model Implementation. 



System Size 



25, 000+ 



10,000 

to 
24,999 



5,000 

to 
9,999 



School 



Cityr State 



Merritt Island High; 
l^ichita Heights High- 
Snider High 
*pak Ridge High 
^Cleveland High 
*South Garland High- 



Merritt Island, Florida 
Wichita,. Kansas 
Fort Wayne, Indiana 
Orlando , Florida 
St. Louis, Missouri 
Garland , Texas / 



Sarasota High . 
Sam Houston High 
Richmond Senior High 

*Fairhope High^ 

*Sansom High 

*Rivferview. High 



Sarasota, Florrida^ 
Arlington, Texas/ 
Richmond , Indiana 
Fairhope , Alabama 
Gadsden, Alabama 
Sarasota, Florida 



Rogers High 
Newton Senior High 
Winona Senior High 

*Gulf Breeze, High 

*Temiey High 

*Milton High 



Newport, Rhode Island 
Nevton, Iowa 
Winona , Minnesota 
Gulf Breeze, Florida 
Methuen, Massachusetts 
Milton, Florida 



The fxrst three- schools listed in each cell were^ 
randomly selected to participate in the implementation of 
the feedback model ^nd were also randomly assigned to 
the treatment group. 

.*The last three schools listed in each '^^^^^ . . „ 

randomly selected to participate in the implementation of 
the feedback model and were also randomly assigned to 
the control group. 
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DSLI items. The second question dealt with hypothese^ 
e.-nloring the generalized effect that the feedback model 
!.3d over all 52 items for the. following interactions: 
3!- ^;:ent to prinicpal; teachers to principal ^ students to 
language arts teachers; students to social studies teachers; 
students to science teachers; and, students to mathempeics- 

teachers . ° ' 

• ■ f 

Hypo the sis 1.1 

This hypothesis tested the effect of the feedback/ 
socialization model in altering student perceptions of the 
principal and his administrative leadership team. Five 
specific "critical items" were concentrated upon m the 
study in an attempt to improve student perceptions of the 
principal and his leadership team. :The null- hypothesis was 
th^t there would be no significant difference m student 
perceptions in the treatment schools as compared to tTie 
. control schools. 

The actual difference was statistically significant at 
the .05 level on each of the five critical items (one each 
in communication, control, decision-making, interaction- , 
influence, and 'confidence and- trust in leadership), thus the 
null hypothesis was rejected and the alternative directional^ 
hypothesis was supported. 

Hypothesis 1.2 , ~"' ' 

- This hypothesis tested the effect of the feedback/ 
socialization model in altering teacher perceptions of the 
crincinal and his leadership team on five identified crit- 
ical items" from. the DSLI, The null hypothesis was that 
there would be no significant difference in teacher percep- 
tions^in the treatment and conLi.ul schools. - 

The difference was statistically significant at the .05 
level oneachof thfe five critical items , thus the null 
hypothesis was rejected and the alternative ■ directional 
hypothesis was supported. 

Hypothesis 1.3 

This hypothesis tested the effect of. the f eedbadk/^ . 
socialization model in altering student perceptions of the 
professional teaching staff in each of four academic depart- 
ments (language arts, social studies, science, and; • 
mathematics) . In each department, five "critical items 
v/er*-. identified frora the DSLI to be the focal point m 
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attempting to improve. The null hypothesei. were that there 
wouM be no difference in student perceptions of teachers xn 
the four academic departments in the treatment and control 
schools. 

The difference. was. statistically significant at the_ 05_ 
level on each of the five critical items m each of the four 
departments, thus the null hypotheses- "ere rejected in each 
case and the alternative, directional hypotheses were sup- 
ported . . V ' 

Table 12 schematically shows the 1^^^^. ^^^f t^^^^t^i^^ 
the identified areas for which critical , items weie^iaenuiried 
and the role relationship and orga?iizational setta^ng tor _ 
wMch each null hypothesis was tested under General Hypothe- 
sis One. 

Table 13 provides the mean change scores for each . , 
treatment ancT control group at each level of. analysis. ' 
Examination of this table reveals a consistent pattern of 
cSnge^\scores being reduced to a greater degree in experi- c 
Sll schools as'compared to control schools. This is 
further support for rejection of the null hypothesis and 
lllep^na^L^^e alternative directional hypothesis posed 
under (general Hypothesis One. 

Hypothesis 2.1 ' - 

This. hypothesis was designed to test the generalized 
__effec;^of the implementation of a feedback/socialization 

-^Ton. subo.dinate (student, t-f^^^J^ P^^^^P^^^Jl ^l^el 
c:,inf>rordinate (teacher, principal) leadership. ine moaex 
focused on f?ve "critical items" for leadership improvement. 
The research hyPothesis- was. that this specific emphasis 

. would produce Wralized positive-perception shifts 
across the complete range of survey items^cs ^'^^^^^^^ 
deduced intensity scores. The null hypo thesis^was that 
^herfwouM 2e no significant difference m subordinate _ 
percSptions of superordinate leadership m treatment schools 
as compared to control schools. 

This hypothesis was tested using the change scores . 
generated from all items on the DSLI that were^derived from 
homogeneous groups ^f respondents who had react.ed to a ^ 
.. particular subgroup of superordmates . (Example.- students 
?Ssponding to teachirs iA the language arts department, or^ 
teachers Lsponding^ the principal and his leaderEnip 
tJam r This^PProach, resulted in six separate Mann-Whxtuey 
•U ?ests Four of the six tests produced results that^were . 
nb^^sigAiflcant at- the. .OS^level, while two -of the tests . 
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ERIC 



Table 12 



General Hypothesis One 
^Table of Cells for Subhypothesis Testing 
(Mann-VJhitney U Test, one-tailed, p< .05) 



Organi zational 
Setting 


Comm. Cont. 


D.-Mak. 


Int . -Inf . 


C & T 


Students to- 




S 


S 


s 


S 


Principal 










Teachers to 




' S 


. S 


s 


: S 


Principal 












Stud eats to 
Teachers 




S 


s 


s 


S • 


(Lang . Arts) 












Students tb 
Teachers 


■ s 


S 


s 


s 


S 


(Soc. St.)^ 












Students to 
Teachers 


g 


s 


' s . 




S 


(Science) 






if 






Students t.o 
Te"T.chers 


s 


_s 


s 


s 


s 


(Math) 






t' 






*S symbolizes 


statistical 


significance . 


V 1 
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Table 13 



ERIC 



General Hypothesis One 
Table of Mean Change Scores 
(Treatment ^nd Control Group) 



Organizational 
Setting 

a 

students to Ej^ 
" Principal C 

Teachers to E 
Principal C 

Students to E 
Teachers C 
(Lang. Arts) 

Students to E 
Teachers C* 
(Soc. St.) 

Students to E 
Teachers C 
(Science) - 

Students to E 
Teachers C- 
(Math) 



Comm. 



Cont. D.-Mak. 



Int. -Inf./ C & T 



-4 . 51 
-0.13 

-4.38 
-0.55 

-4 . 59 
-1.75 

-4.69 
-1.04 

-4.63 
+0.10 

t 

-4 .26 
rO.lO 



-4.18 
-0.31 

-4.70 
-0.32 

-4.44 
-1.06- 

74.26 
-1.36 

-3.'41 
-1.57 

-3.9 2_ 
-0.87. 



-4.76,. 
-1.00 

-5.10 
-0.31 

-4 .96 
-2.39 

-4.14 

-K24 ' 

-4 .05 ■ 
+0.49 

-4 . 64' 
-1 . 3S 



-4.35 
-1.43^. 

-4.89 
-0.50 

-4.85 
-1.91 

-4 . 13 
-1,17 

-4 . 27 
-0.37 

-3.92 
-1 . 19 



-4 .04 
-0.57 

-4 .57 

-^10 
-1.66j 

-4.14 
-1.09 

-4 ..34 
-0.8^ 

-4.92 
-0.09 



^E = Experimental 
= Control 
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produced significant results. On thq, basis of tTiis approach 
to testing General Hypothesis Two, the null hypothesis was / 
retai^ned. ; ' ' 

Table 14 details the findings o£ this approach in a- 
schematic presentation. 

/' ' ' ■ ' I ■ ■ i >■ . .. • 

Table d 14 , . ' " / 

i ■ . ■ ( ' 

. ' • . , . General. jHypothesis Two \ i 
Table, of Cells 'for [Testing Hypdthesis 

Sub-divided Method |, ' 

(Mann-Whitney U Test, one-tailed, p'< .05) | , 



Organizational Statiistical 
f;:-. Setting . Finding . 



Students to Principal Non-Significant 

Teachers td, Principal Non-Significant 

Students to Teachers. \ ' Non-Significant 

(Language .Arts) - ' / . 

Students to oTeachers Non-Signif icant 
(Social Studies) = ; \ 

Students to Teachers significant 
•'(Science) ' ' ' / 

Students to Teachers . Significant ■ 



(Math) 



Table 15 provides the mean change scoir^s £or each i ! 
treatment arid control group at-ea&h- 1 svel of analys-is4-^It - " 
is of interest 'to jiote that the tw6 cells where signif ipanpe ■ 
was found were measuring student perceptions of . teachersj; in^^ 
particular subject (science and ma ]:hema tics) areas. If^iis 
also of interest- to note, that in thfe two other areas wh^re / 
student response^ to teachers were rjieasujred , although: ndt 
significant, there was definite movement toward achievenijpnt 
of sigu.;.ficance- (Complete layouts of . these data, are fojind , 
in Appendix G. . ' 

In the case of- the two cells testing responses to the y 
principal and his administrative leadership .team, there was 
some apparent posiLive movement An subordinate ;per,ception.s 
but of a somewhat weaker /nature'-^than that^seen m the student 
responses to the teachers in the various departments. , _ 



Table 15 



General Hypothesis Two, 
- Table of: Mean Change Sc9res . 
(Treatment and Control Groups) 



drganizational Settiilg 

rl — ' ' — ' 

.Jytudents to Principal 

Teachers tp Principal 

. Students to Teachers' 
^Language Arts) 

Students to Teachers 
(Social Studies) 

- Students to Teachers 
(Science) ^ 

Students ' to Teachers 
(Math : ' - 



Change scores 





+ 0.16 

+o.i\i . _ 


7 

e 


-0.20 \_ 
+0.4 0^ 

-0..25\ 
-0.0.5 \ . 


E 

c • 


E ... 
c . 


^+0.04 \ 
■ +0.30 \ 


E 

.C 


.--,-0.11 \ 
+.1,05 , \ 


E ' 

c" 


+ 0.04 
' +0 . 84. 



"■E" = Experimental 
""c = Control ^"^ 
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• The practical ^utility test examined^ through the appli- 
cation of a feedbadk/socialization moder clearly demonstrated 
that when schtyols use a structured :a:ppa:oaph to correcting - 
speci??c items on .the.DSLI, then the DSLI definitely provides 
a vehicle f or " impr6ving the school's organizational health ^ ^ 
ac! relates to the iarget^d items. As. determined by .this 

. JloeJiment the apllicatibn of the f eedback/spcializat^Lon . 

;t^SrSoei'not impW the overall health of the ,3chooa.J , 
organizatibn. I [ . . • ' . ■ ' i . ' 

^ ' ^The data used|to iest 'the hypotheses Irj 'the abave t' - 

• described -utility jest vere severely ^^''^J^j:^ ' ^ ^ 
factoir The d&ta Ased to test the feedback -.jnodel were . 
con^ted oiy two [months after the model.v^as applied: ^In . 
liihrof Likel-f s Research on time intert^al^s -necessar^^ ^cp 

. eflect changes ■ th? results, of . this application _e^^^ 
provide stroni.s^upport for 4:he construct validity of .the , 
DSLI. ■ • • '. 



\^\' As relating to evidenbe arid the iinportan<?e of txme, 
Likert itlade the following observation. 
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(Scattered evidence ' from a variety 
of sources including case studies 
suggests to the buthor that' -stability 
is achieved in about two to four * ^ 
years.) ' The. results in Chapter 2 to 
'4 which reflect the typical, long-range 
situation, however, give every- reason 
to believe that had the clerical,. experi- 
ment been continued for another yqar 
or* tv , productivity and ^quality . "of - -/ 
work would' ha.ve continued to increase . I 
in ti 3 participative program, ;w)iile- in ^ 
the hierarchically controlled) program 
productivity^ and quality of i work would , 
hav:e deciined^^as a result of ^ the hos^ 
tility, resentment, and turnpv.er\ evoked, 
by the program-/ (Likert, ^ 1961, p. 69) 

. ^ . 

Reliability and Validity- Conclusions 



Using''?the split-half jpethod of estimating, .the relia- 
bilitv, iih^ reliability of the DSLI is extremely high.,; 
' '„ . , . •.. ' . ■ ■ . i . . ■ . . 

Thti V-iiterion related^ validity of the DSLI v/as. i^bt 
exami.nad' an this study. An earlier study by HaU (1972^ ^ 
pb '1<S-5M)) established a positive significant rela^tionship 
bl-^^^i-.-. HalDin.'s,OCDQ.^and , Likert 's Pxofile of a School. All 
of ' ' •! i elementary schdpl.s in the Hall sti^dy .classified 
as -.er System III or ^System I V by f the 'Likert Pratile. .,, 
tlin-^ Che DSLI„ is based upon the System IV .Likert irtodel,: it 
ia assutn^d that the Hall studir provides a reasonabje^basis ; 
j^.,jZ._a-j i -,^^'4.^.^-;^r< i-Aia+io/q Traiidity of the oSLI . 



for. indicating criteriori related val 



Content validity, for /the DSLI i 
' ,e Ha:'ll ' (1972) study.: giyes^eyidence 
istructure advocated by Likert is an 



strut; Tiurti dU Vkj»-ci.i,c:<-i ^^^1.^^ ~ —-- — T 

-izatiori of a school's climate Jorganizationaa health)-. 
Secondly / as c^^^ ip Chapter II (w^iere the -develop- 

ment of the itemsj. comprisincT' the DSLI .arei, described) , and 
in th'e DSLI factot analyses .supporting- the Likert organi- r 
2!ational processes , 'th^' 'items' in the DSLI r do accurately and - 
adeorua±ely. su^ppoi^t Lik^rfs tjieoretic structureii; 

The DSLI Vs construct validity is also supported.^ The 
-iH^in. suppori for the' DSLI^'s construct validity is .that the 



s supported in two ways, 
-that/ the theoretic 
adequ^ate conceptual- 
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factor structure (through factor analytic treatment) has 
shown 'the DSLI to be -likened to the five ma jor contrucfcs 
of Likert; i.e.', commun;Lcation control) decision-making, 
interaction-influence, and conlFidence and trust. The DSLI 
construct validity (logical consistency) is supported by 
the statistically significant . relationship found iav the 

•tested hypothesis •■ that students^ (short-term participants) 
exhibited more variability in the Should Be dimension at ^ 
the over-all school leVel than "did non-students (long-term 
participants). See'Table 8 on page 73 for the basis of 

-this statement. A m&jor assumption 'undergirding the 
construction of the DSLI is that the Likert; System IV type 
of leadership is moite highly desired than a non-System IV 
type, and, furthermore that a System. IV is rarely achieved. 
The 'statisticaliy significant finding as^ presented in ^ / 
Table 9 on page 74 concerning student ^nd non-student Is I 

-and Should Be means provides strong support for ..the DSLI ' s 
construct validity. Limited but definite support f^r cpn-\ 
'Struct .validity was -also shown by demonstrating^ that the 
DSLI can bring about 'statistically significant^ changes in, 
targeted items with high intensity scores when a feedback . 
model is applied. The researcher feels that the time 
constraint was -responsible for the non-significant statis- 
tical results concerning changes in the overall intensity 
scores • 

The Preparation of Norms for the DSLI . 

Since the data described in the pre;ceding section 
provides'/evidence that the DSLI is a reliable and valid 
diagnostic tool, it was determined tha't' the establishment 
of norms was appropriate. Norms for the DSLI were prepared 
:Pn the basis of the data collec^d in ^the 1974-1975 admin- 
^i'siration. The characteristics of this> sample'*** have been 
reviewed heretofore; to re-acquaint himself with these 
characteristics the reader should refer to. Chapter tl . . 

Since the unit of analysis for the DSLI is the school 
and' not' the. individual respondent , all results stemming ^ 
from an administration of the DSLI are means taken over the 
appropriate referent, groups within a school. 'Hence, the 
. Central Limit Theorem applies to the population sampled by 
the DSLI; ttiat is,/.the population sampled by the DSLI 
follows a Normal .Distribution. This being the case, the . 
most appropriate DSLI raw score transformations are* the z-* 
statistic ' and ■the-'' conversion of ' thiis statistic into a per- 
centile under conditions of normality. A z-statistic for 
each possible raw score- on the DSLI is obtained by 

• - • ■ ' ■ • ■ 0 • ■■ 

97 . 
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subtracting the mean of the norm group from a raw score and 
dividing by the standard deviation of the norm group; eaqh, ^ 
of these values is converted into a percentile by referring 
to a normalized z-score/percentile conversion. table which 
may be found in any standard statistics ' text . 



Consequently , if it 
for a croup bearing certa 



■is^ desired to create a norm .table 
tin particular characteristics, fhe..; 
only pieces of information . which must be made available are 
"the mean and standard deviation of that group. To facilitate 
this occurrence, the means and standard deviations of all 
reasonable subgroups of the DSLI by item and dimension are 
presented in Appendix F. 'The ,pO-f3sifele norm' groups -'made 
available through this data display are shown in the sample 
report given in Appendix H. 

For convenience, the following 17 norm tables have been 
prepared for the total intensity . score (that is, the sum of 
the 52 intensity scores). The norm tables themselves' ar'e, 
presented as Tables 16 through 32: 

■ ' ' . . 
, A. For all schools responding to the 1974-1975 
^ administration of the'DSLI: 

1. Students and Teachers responding to the 
Department Level . » 

' . ' ■ ■■- ^ ' ' ■ ' ' ' - . 

2. Students responding to , tfie Department Lev.el . 

'■ ^ ' ' ?. •' 

3. Teachers- responding to^the Department Level. 

4. Students responding to the -.Overall School Level. 

5. Non-Students respondimj ro, the * Overall School 
Level. ^ 

' 6: other 'Certified Staff responding to the Overall 
System Level. ' f - /^v 

. B. For all elementary schools responding to the 1974- 
197 5 administration of the DSLI: V • 

- 7. Non-Students responding to the' bverall School 
Level . ^ / . ' ; 

«-,' ■ ' ■ 

C. For all middle schools responding to the 1974-1975 
administration of the DSLI: 

a. Students and Teachers responding to the 
Department Level. 

, 98 ■ 
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9^ students responding to the Department Level. 

10. Teachers fes^ohding to ' the^ Depdrtm^rit' Ley.el. V " 

11. Students responding to the Overall; School Level. 

12. Nort'-^Students responding to the Overall- School 
Level » . ■ \ ^ / ' 

Eor all secondary schpols responding to the d974- 
. 1975 administration of the DSLI: . : 

13. Students and Teachers resppnding to the Depart- 
ment' Level. ' • • ' j- 

■ ■ , • ■ I,. 

14. Stucfents responding to the Department Level . 

- • " ' ' ■ '■ ' ' - 7 . 

15. Teachers responding to the Department Levels 

' . " ■ . ■ " ' ■ ■ ^ ■ . . ■ ■.- ^ ^ . ' ■* 

16. /" Students responding to the Overall School Level. 

17. Non:;;Students responding to the .Overall School 
Level. , . , 



I ,Tab].e 16*^. 



. iiorms for? all Schools Combinedi 
Students and Teachers to Department- Levels 
' * N = 118 . ' * . 



/PRaw Score 



, Intensity 
Raw Score 



Z Value 



Percentile (%)' 



4 


« 


-,.07 69 




-2.3267- 


1 


131 




2.5192 




-1.645 


' 5 " 


198 




3-.^^077 




-1.281,7 ' 


10 


245 




4.7115' 




-1.0365 


15 


281 




. 5. "#38. 




- .8418 


20 


312 




6.0000 




- .6745 


25 


340 




6.5385 




- .5244 


30 


366 




7 .'038 5 




- .3854 


' 35 


. 391 




7.5192 . 




- .2533 


40 


.395 




7. 5962 




- .2274 ' 


41 


400 




7.6923 < 




- .2018 


42 


- 405 




7.788 5 




- .1764 


43 


' - 410 




7.8846 




-..151 


.44 


.414 




7.9615 




- .1256 


45 - 


419 


8.0577 




- .1005 


46 


424 




8.1538 




- .0.752 ' 


.47 


428 




8.230.8 




- .0502 


4|8 


433 




8 . 326'9 




- .025 


49 ' 


• 438 




8.4 231 




0 


50/ 


,442 " 




a. 5000 




.025 


51 


447 • 




8.5962 




.0502 


S2 


452 




8.69 23\ 




.0752 


53 


456 




8.7692\ 




.1005, 


54 


- 461 




8.8654 \ 




.1256 


55 


466. 




8.96151 


<• 


.151 - 


/ 56 . 


471 




9i.0577 \ 




.1764 


;■ 57/ 


475 




9.1346 \ 




.2018 


58/ 


480 




9.2308 \ 




. 2274 Jy' 


59 


485 




9.3269 \ 




.2533 ,/ , \: 


60 L 


510 




9.8 077 




. ;38 54 


65 


535 " 




10. 28.85 




.5244 ., . 


70 


564. 




10.8462 




.6745 


7 5 


595 




11.4423 


\ 


, .8418 


8 0 


631 




? 12.1346 




1.036'5 


; . 85 


677 




13.0192 




. 1,. 2817 


\ ;90 


745 




14.3269 




1.645 . 


/95 



/ 1 



52, 



. Raw Score -= 1: 



i=l 



I - 

1 



■b~ ' ~ ' -,52//. ■ 

Intensity Raw Score- ^ 

^ - i=ij- 

■.. . 52 



-4 . \ 



Raw Score 



Norms for 

Students' to 

/ ■ 

/ 

Intensity 
Raw Score 



Table 17 , . 

all Schools Combined 
Department (Teachers) / 
■ N = 118 / 



1251 



Z Value 



3.2885 



7308 
,9808 
134'6 
,2 692 
,3846 
4 8 0.8 
5769 
6538 
6731 
6923 
7115 
7 3'08 „ 
7 500 . 
7 692 . 

7 88 5 - 
8077 
8077 

8 269 
8462 

4.8654 . 

4. 8846 
4 . 9038 
4.9231 

4.9423 
4.9615 
4.9 8,08 
5.0000 
5.0962 

5. '17'31 
5.. 2 692 
.5.3846 
5:5192 .• 
5.69 23 
5.923L 
6.3.84 6 



3. 
3 

4 , 

4 

4 

4 , 
4 , 
4 , 
4, 
4 , 
4 , 
4 , 

A . 

'4 . 
4 , 
4 , 
4 , 
4 , 
4 , 



-2.3267- 
-i. 64 5 
-1:2817 
T.I. 03 65' 
- ..-8418 
• 7 . . 67 45 



/" 



. 5244 



/ 



38 54 
/. - .2533 
T 2274 

- :2018 

- >.17 64 

- .151 
^- .1256 

. .^ - .10 05 

- .07 52 

- .0502 

- . 025 
.0. 

. 025 ■ 
.0502. 
.0752 
.'. 10 05 
.1^2^ 6 
.151 
.17 64 
.2018 
.2274 
.2533 
.38 54 
■' > ■ .524,4, 
■ '■' .■67 45- 
.8418 
1.0365 
1.2817 
' ■1.6'4 5 
'2.32 67 



Percentile/ (%) 




- ■a , . 
j\ Raw Score 



52 



Intensity- Raw Score = 'I. 

' ' . i=l ^ 

52 ■: ' , 



ERIC 




/ 



Table 18 • 

i 

Norms 'for all ScHools Combined 
Teachers to Department Heads' 
N = 118 



Raw Score 



a 



Intensity^ 
Raw Score 



Z Value 



Percentile (%) 



\ . 



34 

87- 

116 
135 
150 
\- 163 . 
175 
186 
\ 196 
\ 198 
\l99 
202 
204 
206 
208 
*2JL0 
21^ 
214 
216 
218. 
-•■220' 
"222 
224 
2 26 
228 
230 ■ 
•232 
. 234 
-23.6 
246 
257 ■ 
269 
282 
297 
316 
345 
398- 



6538 
67 31 
2308 
5962 
8846 
1346 
3654 
3.5769 
3.7692 
8 077 
8269 
8846 



,9231 



,•9 615 
,0000 
,0385 
4 . 076^ 
4.1154 
,15 38 
,1923 
,2308 
, 2.692 
4.S077" 
4.3462 
.3 846 
.4 231 
.4 615 
.5000 
.5385 
.7308 
•4.342? 
5.17 31 
5.4231 
5.7115 
6.0769 
6. 634 6 
7.6538 



4 
4 
4 
4 



4 
4 

4, 
4, 
4 
4, 



-2. 3267 
--1.-64-5. 
-1.2817 
-1. 03^5 
.. - ,.8418 
•■ - .6745- 

- .5244 - 

- .3854 

- .2533 , 

- .2274 
■ - . 2018 

- .1764. 
. - .151 

.1256 
/ - V1005 . 
' • - .,0752, 

- .0502 

- .^025 . 

0 

.025 
•; 0502 
.0752 
.1.0 05 
.1256 
.d51 
.1764 
.2018 . 
.2274 
■ .2533 
. 3854 
.5244 

..67-45 
.8418 . - 

1.0365 

1.2817 

1.645 

2.^3267 





1 
5 

10 - 
15 
' 20 
25 
30 
35 
40 

41 . 

42 - 
43 

44 

45 , , 

46 / 
47 
48 
4,9 
50 
51 

52 ,^ 
.«>53 

54 ' ■ 

.55 

56 

57 

58 
■ '59 ,; 

60 ' 

65 

7 0 • 
75 

8 0 , 
8 5/ 
90/ 
/95 > 



99 r 



52 



Raw Score 



= i 



1=1 



Intensity .Raw Score 



, 52 

.. i=l ^ ■ 
■ 52- 



91 

102 



Table 19 . ■ X 

Norms for all Schools Combined 
Students to Overall School (Principal/S€af f ) 
? ■ N = 118 I ' ' 



Raw Score 



■ IntensitYj^ 
Raw Score 



iZ Value 



Percentile (%) 



1,-3 6' ' 

175 

196 

210 

221 

231 . 

239 

249 

255 ■ 
■ 256 ' 

.257 
• 259 

261 
. 262. 

263 

265 
. 266 

268 
' 269 

271 
. 27i2 

.27:3^ 
/275 
' 27 6 . 

•27 8 

27 9 

281 

282 

284^ 

291 

299 ^ 

308 

317 ' 

329 

343 
.. 363. 
. 397 - 



/ 



2, 
3, 
3, 
4 , 
4, 
4., 
4: 
4, 
4, 
4, 
4, 

. 4, 
5, 
5, 

-'.'-•5., 
5, 
■5, 
,5 , 
5. 
5, 
5, 
5, 
5, 
5, 
5, 
5, 
5, 
5, 
5, 

• 5, 

• 5; 
5, 
6, 
6, 
6. 
6, 
7, 



6154 

3654 

7692 

0385 

2500 

4423 

5962 

7885 

9038 

9231 

.9423 

98 08 

0192. 

038 5- 

0577 

09 62 

1154 

1538 

1731 

2115 

2308 

2500 

2885 

3077 

3462 

3654 

4038 

4 231 

4615 

59 62 

7500 

923l' 

0962 

-3 2,69 

5962 

9808 

63 4 6 



1 ■ 

10 i 
15' 
20 
25 
30 
35 
40 
41 
4,2' 
43 
/44- 
45 
46 
47 
48 
■ 49 
50 
51 
.52 
53 
54 
5,5 
56 
57 
58 
59. ... 
60 : 
65 
■70 
75 
80 
85 
90 

99 



a • .1 . 52 
. Raw S CO fie = ^ I . 

.j. .-i=i:. 

7 ' 



Intensity Raw score = 




52 
i=l 



52 



92 



103 



, . , " C Table 20 . 

Norms* for all Schools Combined 

Non-Students to Overall School (Principal/Staff) 

' ' N 148: . . 



Raw Score 



Intens'ltYj^ 
Rkw Score 



Z Value 



Percentile ( %) 



62 / 


v ■ ■ ■ • 
1.1923 


-2.3267 


1 


114 ' 


2,1923 


-1.645^ 


5 


141 - ' 


2.7ia5 


-1.2817 ^ 


10 


159 


3.0577 


-1.0365 


15 


174 


3.3462 


- .8418 


20' 


187 


3.5962 


- .674 5 


25 


198 


3.8077" - 


- .5244 


30 


•209 


4.. 0192 


- .3 8-54 V . ■ ■■ 

\ '. ■ 

-T .2533 \ : 


35 


. . 219 


40.2115 


40 


22 U- 4-. . 


• 4. 2500* . 


■ • -.: .2274 \ ■ 


41 


223 


4.\2'8 8 5.. 


2018 .V 


4.2 


225 


4.3269 


: .l-7'64 = V 


; 43 


2 27 ■ ,• - 


4.3 6 54 


- :151 . . ■ 


^44 


■ 229 ' <■ 


4 .4038" 


- .1256 - . 


4~5 


231 --A v- •■• , . 


4.4423 


. - .1005' ■ 


4'6 


23 2 ;' :: 


4.-4615^n:^, 


- ■■- .0752 • 


■ 47 


^ 234 tl ■ " r 


4. 5000 


. - -.0 502 


48 


.23 6 ' V c 


4.5-385 


" ■ - .025 


-4 9 


238 


4.5769, 


' / 0 ^ •■ ■ 


50 


24 0 } 


4.6154, 


■ / .025 ■ 


51" 


^ <i ^ 


4 . 6538' 


/j. .0502 


52 


9 4 4 

^ 1 1 


4.69 23 


•■■^ • . 07 52 


53 


245 


M."7115 


.1005 


54 




4.7500 


.1256 


' 55 


^ 'x 17 <" 


4:78 85 


.151 


- 56 


■ 251 - - ■. 


4.8269 


•.1764 . 


57 


253 •■ • 


4.8654 ■ 


.2018 


58 


255 


,4.9-0:38 . 


' . 22'7..4 


59 


25.7 . N • 


4.9423 


.2533 • 


60 


■ 267 •• ~' 


f5.13'4^^ 


- „ .38 54 - ' ■ 


65 


; 27 8 \ 


5.3462 


•:, ■ .5244 -i . ' : - 


■76 


.289^ 


5'. 5577\ •■ 


.6745 


7 5" 


;• 302 


5". 8077 \ 


' ■ .8418 


8 0 


:\316 


6.07 69 . :, 


1.0365 . 


'8 5. 


■ 335 •., , . : 


6.44 23 


^. .1.2817 • 


-~90 


3 63 .• 


6.9808 


' 1.645.: ■ ■ ' ■ ■ 


95 


' .414 - ■ ) , 


7.9615 ... 


■ 2.3267. : • 


99 




' b . 


■ t ■ ■■ -52 




Raw Score '= ^ ^ I • 


Intensity Raw Score" = ^ ^ . 




•■ ,. •■■ i=l 












' ' . ■ . . • 52 




i ' . • 




-93.." , . . -c'-X 





104 




Table 21 



Norms for all- Schools Combined 
Other Ce'iftified to-Systein Level 

' ■•. ' N = 118 ■ ' 



Rav7 Score 



IntensitYj, 
, . Raw Score 



Z Value 



Percentage (%) 



64 ■• 


-' , ,1.23'08 . 




.645 


5- 


107 


, 2.0577 • 




.2817 


10 


136 


^v}^^ 2.615V 


" - -1 


. 03^,5 


' 15 


159 


■■■ --3. 0577- 




.84 Iff' , ■' 


■"20 


17 9 


3.44 23 




.6745 


■25 


197' V' 


3.7885 




.5244 


30 


213.. y 


4. 0962 ^ 




.3854 u 


" • 3 5. 


229 


4.4038. ' 




.2533 


■ * • 40:' 


i. 23 2" 


4. ,4615 .• 




'.2-274-. - 




-: 235 V. 
238 


- 4.5192 
> • • -.■ 4.57 69"- 




.2018 • 
. 1764 


■ -4 2- 
- ■ . ■ 43^ 


,2^41 


- 4^^6346 




.151 ' 


•i 44 


V 244 


4.69 23 




. 125.6 


45. 


247. 


■ 4.7"5.Q0 




.1005 


46" 


250 


4.80'77 




.6752 


47 


253 


4.8654 . 




. 0502 


48 


256 .. 


4 . 9231 




. 025 


• 49 


.259 . 


^ 4.9808 - 




0 


■ 50 


"26.2 


• 5. 0385 




.025 


■ 51 


265 


■ 5. 09'6-2 




-0502. 


52-... 


268 


.5. 'to 8 




.0752 


53 


270 { 


5ii92i" ■ 




.r0.05"'. 


■'-54 


273 \ 


. , 5.2506 




.1256 


55 


'276 -V 


... . 5.3077 . 




. 151 


56 


' 279 - \ 


•"5.3 65.4 




.1764 


57 


282 


■"^^^ 5-.4231 




.20l8 . 


58 


28 6 ' 


5.5000 . 




.2274 


59 


289 


5:5577 




. 2533- 


60 


304.- ^ 


5.84 62 




.38 54 


65 


321 ■ 


; . 6.1731 




.5244 


■, 7 0 


338 


6.5000 




.6745 


75 


358 


. . 6.8846 




.8418 ■ 


' 80- 


- 381 . - 


. 7/3269 


'1 


.0365 


85 


.410 


7.8 84 6 


' 1 


.2817 


90 


"453 


8.7115 


■ 1 


:645- ' 


V ^ .95 


534 


10.2692 


' 2 


.3261 


99 



■ ■ ■ < 

Raw Score = -4 

■ 1=1 



b : , ■ .. 

Intensity Raw Score 



lot) 



52 

i 

i=l 

--5 2 



••• 94 



ERIC 



Table 22 ^ 



• • .Norms for Elementary School Respondents 
Non-Students to Overall School. {Principal/Sta^,f.)' 



Rc.w Score 



N = 24 



Intensity ^ 
Raw Score 



Z Value 



Percentile (%) 



48' 
83 
107 
125 
141 
156 
169 
182 
184 
187 
189 
192 
194 
196 
199 
201 
204 
206 
208 
211 
213 
216 
218 
221 
223 
226 
228 
230 
243 
257 
271 
287 
306 
329 
3 64 
430 





. 9231 


-1 645 




5 


± 




' 2917 




10 ' 


9 


• \jO 1 1 


- 1 n 1 fi 

J. • U J U J \' 




15 


9 


• 4 U J O 


• O 'z J. O 




20 


2 


.7115 • 






25 - 


• 3 


. 0000 






'^0 


3 


.2500 


_ '5 P 4 
• J o ^ f 




15 


3 


.5000 • 


~ • z J J 




4 0 


3 


.5385 ■ 






41 * 


3 


.5962 


> £> ^ U ± O 




4 9 ' 


3 


. 6346' 


— n 7 4 






3 


.6923 


. ■ • J. O J. 




44- 


3 


.7308 


• -L ^ J D ^ 




45 


3 


.7692 


• J. V/ U ; 




46 


3 


.8269, 


. • u / o ^ 1 




47 


3 


.8654 


- n n 9 

• u ^ u ^ 


■ 1 


48 


3 


.9231 ^ 
.9615 . 


— n 9 ' I 


! 

.. ) ■■ 


4 9 


3 




/ ' ■ 


50 


4 


,0000 . 


n 9 




51 


4 


.0577 


■ -. 0502 




■. 52 V 


,4:^0962 . ; 


' . 0752 




.53 . • 




.153,8 


.i005 




54 " 




.1923 


.1256 ' 




55 


\ 


.250 0 


.151 




56 




.2885' 


e .1764 ' 




57^ 


.346 2 


.2018 




sa 


4 


.3846 . 


.2274 ' 




59 . 


4 


.423.1 


.2533 


■ 


60 




.6731 ' 


. 385.4 


65 ^ 


. 4 


". 9423 


.5244 




70 


5 


.2115' 


■ .6745 




75 


5 


.519.2 


.841:8 ' 


/ 


80 


5 


.8846 


• 1,. 0365 




85 . 


. 6 


.3269- 


1.2817 . 




• 90 




.0 000 \ ■ 


1.645 . . 




95 


■ 1 


. 2692 


2.326:7. 




99 • 



Raw Score - 



52 

i 

i=^l 



1 



Intensity Raw Score = 



52 

A 

_ a 52 



95 



165 



ERIC 



i ..: 



. Norms >fbr 'Middle School - Respondents 
S-^udents and Te^c^e^rs to-.1)epar'tment Levels 



Raw Score 



a 



Intensity^ 
Raw Score 



Z\Value 



Percentile (%) ' 




52 



Ra-w. Score = £ 



EKLC 




Intehsity Raw Score-=i. ;^ I. 



i=l 




^ Table 24 

Norms for Middle School Respondents 
Students /to. Department (Teachers) 
N = 54 



Raw Score 



IntensitYj^ 
RaW' Score 



Z Value 



Percentile (%)' 



166 


'3.1923 


-2.3267.. 


1 . 


.. 18 8 


■ 3 . 6154 


.T-l;645 




-• 19-9. " ' 


3.8 2 69 


. -1. 2817 


10 


207 N 


3.9808 


-1.0365 t 


15 T 


213 . 


4.09 62 


.8,41-8 


'2 0 


, 218 


4; 1923 


' - .6745 


25 


223 ' 


■ 4 . 2885 


- .5244 




228 


4 . 38iL6 


- '.3 8 54 V 




232 


4. 4 6 15," 


. - .2533 ? 


. r. 40 


23 3 


4.48 08. 


^ . 2^7 4 - ; 


41 ' ' 


234 


. 4 .5000 


- .2018- 




234 ■ . » 


4; 50 00 


. - .,1764" 


■ 43 


23 5 ■ 


4.519^2 ■' 


- -151 


44 , ^ ' 


23 6 


4 .538 5\ 
4. 5577 


- . 1256 


\ A ^ 

45 

(a 


237 


- .1005 


238 !■ . 


4. 5769 ': 


- .0752 


'4 7 


238 


4. 57 69" 


-"^ .0502 
•. - .025 


48 ' " 


. 239 


4.5962 


49 


240 


4.6154 


. • 0 ■ . 


50 


24-1 


4.63 4 6 


" . ■ . 025 


'51 


241 
242 


4 . 6346 


.0502 , 




4.5538 ■ 


- . .0752 


• 53 


. 24 3 


4 . 6731 


.1005 


54 - 


2,44 


4.6923 


'.1-256 . '. 


, ' . '■ 55 


245 ° ■ 


• 4.7115 


- .,151 


' 56 ■ 


245 


4.7155 


:i764 


. 57 r 


24 6 


4.7308 ■• 


.2018 


58 


247 


4 .7500 


,'■'.227 4 


V . 59 


248 


. 4 .7692 


.2533 •. 


--60 


252 


4.8462 


.3854 


65 


256 , - - 


4'.9231 


•• .5244 :, 


70 


261 


. 5.0192 


.6745 \ 


. . 75. . • 


266 


5.1154 


.,8'418 '\ 


' ■ 80 


27.2 


5.2308 ■ 


1.0365, 


■ '--.^ 85 . ■ ^' 


28 0 ■ -J 


5.3846 


1.2817 ° 


. ' 90 °. 


292 


5..p54 


. 1.645 


. • ^95 


313 


6.1D1?2 ? 


2.3267 . - 


99 - 



52 



52 



i 




/ .Table 25 



Norms for Middle School Respondents 
„ Teachers,, to Etepartment Heads • 
N^=; 54 . 















Raw Score 


Intensity, 










Raw Score 


Z Value 


•^Percentile 


(%) 


60 


. 1 .1538 


-2. 3267 




1 




- 10 3 


1.9808 


-1.64 5 




5 




, 126 


2.4 231 • ^ 


-1.2817 




10 




242 


2.7308 


-1. 0365 








154 


' 2.9615 


- .8418 








165 


3.1731 


- -.6745 




25 




""17 5" 


3.3654 


-* .5244 








183 


3 . 5192 


' - .3854 




35 




192 


3.6 923 


- .2533 




4 0 




194 


3.7308 


- .2274 


\ 

\ 


41 




"^l 195 


3.7500 


- .2018 






' 197 


3 .7885 


-* .1764 


\ 


4 3 




- 198 


3 . 8077 


- .151 


44 




200 


3.8462 


- .1256 








201 


3.8654 


- .1005 




4 fi 




203 " 


,3.9038 


- . 0752 




47 




20 5 • 


3 .94 23 


- . 0502 




4fl 




206 


3.9615 


- . 025 




'4Q 




208 


4.0000 ' 


0 ' 




50 




210 


4.03 8 5 


-.02 5 




51 - 




211 


4.0577 


. 0502 




52 




213 


4.0962 


. .0752 " 




53 




■ 215 


•- 4.1346 


," ':l0 05 ' 




54 




216 


4.1538 


.1256 




' 55 ■ 




218 


4.1923 . 


. 151 




56 ' 




219 


4.2115 '-^ 


.17 64 




57 




221 


4.2.500 .. 


.2018 




58 




223 


4 .2885 


.2274 




.59 ■■ 




224 


. 4 . 3077 


.2533 




60 




23 3 


4 .4808 


.3854 




65 




242 


4.6538 


.5244 




70 




,251-— 


'4°. 8269 


.6745.. 




75 




262 - 


5.0385 


■ .8418 




8b ^ 




274 


5.2692 


1. 0365 




85 




290 


' 5.5769 


1.2817 








■ 313 


6.0192 


1.645 




95 . 




356 . ' 


.-: 6.8462 


2.3267. 


i. 


99 




a ' ■ 52 


; . ■ - b'; - ' . 








<> 


Raw Score = ^ 


'I". Intensity Raw Score 




^i . 




. ■ ■ i=l 


4. . . 




"i=l 





52 



ERIC 



c 



Table 26 



Norms for Middle School Respondents 
Students to Overall School (Principal/Staff) 



JacIW OCOITc 




cj V d X tic? 


£^ cx ^ C41 U> ^ J. C .\ ^ / 


1 J D • 


Z • D ^7 p z . 


— 9 9 7 


X 


± O / 


J • Z X X z> 


X • O J 




±o ft 


" "5 R t^ 
J • D J O O ^ 


— 1 9 P 1 7 
X • Z O X / 


1 n 

X u 


± D 


J • / o y Z 


X . U J 0 ^ 


X 




Q ^ 9 "5 
J • y *± Z J 


— 'p ^ 1 p 

. O 4 X O 


zu 


Z J. J 


^ n Q 9 

4 • U -7 0 z 


— fi7^ ^ 
. D / *± J 






4 • Z J U O 


. z> z *± *± 




Z Z / 


4 • J D D 4 


"^p^d 
. J o z>*± 




O o o 
ZJJ 


4 . 4 O UO 


. ZD J J 




O Q /I 
Z J4 


A c nn n 

4 • D U U U 




*± X 


o o c 
Z J b ^ 


yi C O Q C 
4 • D J O D 


— 9 m p 

. Z U X o 


d 9 


0 0*7 
Z J / 


4 . D D / / 


— 1 7 4 

. X / D *i 




O O Q 

Z Jo 


A c^7 Q 
4 . D / D y 


. X' J X 


4 4 


O Q Q 

z J y 


4 • D y D Z 


. X Z o . 




Z4 U 


4 • D ± D 4 


— 1 nnc^ ^ 

. X U UD 




Z 4 Z 


4 • D D J O 


— 07X9 




O ^ O -2, 

z4j 


/l C 7 o 1 
4 . D / J ± 


— n^r\o 

. U D U Z 




A A 

Z44^ 


/I C Q 9 

4 • D y Z J 


— n 9 

. U Z D 


4 Q 


Z4D » 


/I 7 1 1 
4 • / ± ± D 
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Norms for Middle School Respondents 
Non-Students to Overall School (Principal/Staff) 
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•Norms for Secondary School Respondents 
Students and Teachers to Department Levels 

• ' . — N = 40 r ■ ' 





Intensity 




Percentile (%) 
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Norms ^for. SecGn^aty School Respondents 
Stiiaents to/ Department . (Teachers). 
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Norms for Secoi^idary School Respondents . 
Teachers to Department Heads j 
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Norms for Secondary School Respondents 
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CHAPTER ly 



\ 



CbnclusionsAand Recommendations 



\ 



Schools are organizatipns. well-functioning^ \ 

organizajfcioni^. strive to achieve their goals, remain inter,-^ 
nally adjusted) arid externally adapted. As mocieifn life \ 
rbecbmes more complex, it is increasingly difficult tor 
'sc/ioo.l organizations to remain interrially adjusted, ar|d, 
tHus to efficiently^ achieve their goals. . 



Conclusions 



1 



In school administration theory tjhere are a variefty of 
models from industrial management 4nd the behavioral 
sciences /which are offered as untested| guides for-actlo.ri, 
•'In addition, scho9as have iDeen i^traditibnally^ evaluated 
in terms of goal: achievement; hbwe3/:eiM-^i-nr--more mo^^ <\ 
approacHes to schools as orgaji^-zq^^ a systems approach ! 

is advocated. . Iii using ^a*^ systems~apptpach,. one- must / 
consider the subsystems^nd their influence on each ather, ■ 
as well as their influence on f ihal'.odtput. ' The' pradti- 
tioner,. however, most often finds himself- operating, |r6m aj 
pragmatic approach which may or||may not.>e related to a ' 
theoretical model and/or a systems approach; \ ' / \ 

Onei .reason; why school leaders are so often forced to j 
adopt a pragmatic approach is the fact that -the ava^la:ble , 
. technology lags "far behind theory. ^ There is a paucity of I 
instruments and accompanying systems ; technology- avajilable ; 
in ieducation .which -are' directly^ rej.ated to theoretipal ,'■ ! 
models in educational administration^- and leadershipj. ; 

j The Diagnostic Study for Leadership ' Improvemen|t. (DSI^I ) 
is la significant contribution ;in"filling this gap. | It has 
be^n empirically proven as la diagnostic "survey based upon , 
a .theoretical modisl- wKich/EirpVides information aboiit the| 
dysfunctioning of critical /processes derived from the model < 
-Its reliability and validity .have been established using 



stratified random sample pbpu 
t hr bu ghau t t h^ 'Uh i t e S t a tfe s\ 



of school systems 



In conclusion, the "Diadfnosticj Study of the .Hi:|man 
Organiza^tion in. Schools" .has j added' jto the available theory 
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development and its accompanying technology. It is a reli-' 
able and valid<vdiagr4.ostic survey which can be used for a 
systems approach to understanding and improving school 
ieadership. at all .levels . j 

Recommendations \ • ' 

. The DSLI ,may be used for two major purposes : One * 
recommended use of the, DSLI is fto conduct further researcE\ 
on school- leadership and its impact on the people in school 
organizations. . Another recommended' use. of the DSLI is for 
field diagnosis and leader ship- ^improvement. „ . .'-^ " . 

Research . A definite advantage in using the DSLI as T 
a .research tool is that, the participating schools receive . - 
the kind of report. which helps to- compensate for [ the time 
and effort which they, are asked to expend-in order for the* 
researcher to get his/her data. Too 'often researchers use^.^ 
s-ubjects in - schools :'to gather data, but J^he feedback to 
the schools is esoteric.and, consequently , unusable. The 
report accompanying; the use pf the DSLi provides usable data 
for school leaders,; as well as giving th^ kinds of data 
(means and is tandarci^ deviations) which can be used by the 
researcher to invesitigate. meaningful' questions , Some of 
the questions"^ which may be of importance to investigate are 
listed/ below. . ... 

■ / - ' ■■ e 'v^' - ■, ' . ■ - • ' • 

y 1. Does working pn critical items identified by the 
DSLI cause a significant lowering of- the overall intensity 
score, over a period of three to four years? % * 

2. As DSLI^ intensity s*6ores improve, are there , over 
time, correspoiidihg decreases in vandalism, drop-out rates, . 
absenteeism, staff turnover , etc.? r 

3. Do graduates of comparable* socio-eCono?nic typfe 
schools with lower-^ intensity -scores becbmie more productive ^ 
citizens (criteria explicitly defined) than do ^graduates of 
comparable socio-economic type "schools with higher intensity 

' sx:ores? ^ / • r ; 

'4. What effect does classroom or, departlrtferifal organ- 
izatitJnal- hfeaTth have upon norm referenced and/or criterion 
ref'erence.d achievement? ^ 

School leadership diagno'sis and iittprovement T'^^^ 
prerequisite for leadership, improvement for .^bhe areas tapped 
by the DSLI is a recognition of a/need to improve in these 
areas. • For example, if an individual does not recognize 
or admit to his -need to quit smbjcing tobacco, then it, . 

\ '*■ ■ ...^ . ■ ' ' ' - .; ; 

. ■ ■ •/ ■ ' . ' lis ■ ■ , ' " 
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is unlikfely that he/she will go to a medical doctor for a 
diagriosis of .the effect of smoking upon his health. Unless 
a school leader feels a need to diagnose the areas tapped 
by the DSLI / it is unreasonable to* expect the .diagnosis' to 
be of any value and lead to improvement.* . 
• ' ,. • ' .J ^ • • t 

A second prerequisite for leadership improvement is 
that an adequate and.feasible means for proper diagnosefs- be 
available. These preSeguisites ^re the base^s for the 
following recommendations. ^ " 

1. vlt is recommended that the. DSL.I be used only by 
school leaders who are interested in d?eali=ng ^with the 
causal and intervening organizational iyariables . The causal 
variables include the schobl's organizational structure' and 
the school leader's strategies , poMcies , decisions^, skills , 
and bfehavior. The intervening variables are the "loyalties , 
attitudes, motivations, and perceptions of subordinates. 

2. It is further recommended that a non-prof it agency^ 
suc\\ as. a university, a state department of education, or a 
professional association, with computer services? be encour- 
aged to make the DSLI iriateriaTs and^,eports available , to / 
schools and researchers on a slightly aHove cost basis; 

Summary . . '-^ \'- 

' The National lEnstitute of Education has Vrovided 
support for the development of the DSLI. This study makes 
a significant contribution by demonstrating that the DSLI 
is' ir^ltable^ and v^alid. It offers a further contribution 
by providing the kind of data report which;can be used ^y 
practioners for their own purposes of leadership imprpve- 
ment . ■ ' * . ' . \ ■ " . ' . 
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The Chronological Procedure of the Study 



'"The time sch'^dule for this project was critical since 
two administrations of the survey had to be given, one in 
February/March of 1974 and another one a year later in 
February /March of 1975. This Appendix presents chrono- 
logically the steps employed in the study. 

1. July through September, 1973 

i . 1-1 Graduate assistants were identified and / 
oriented to, the project obj ectives , / 
M.2 Worked with^Research -Triangle Institute' (RTI) 
in developing a sample framework. 
1.3 Investigated printing and processing firms 
arid identified We^t^nghous Corpo- 
ration as the one which could produce/ the 
work according to the time schedule. 

2. October through December, 1973^ ' - j 

2.1 RTI drew the stratified random sample using ; 

the--fol'lowi-ng "^f irame: * \ ' ^ 



/Approximate Sample Allocation to 
School System by Size' of System 



/ Size of System 
/ (total enroll- 



ment) 



.]aumber_:„ J / t^Planried 

of Number of I jL^ .| Sample ^ 

Systems Pupils (000) |/ Allocation 



2^, 000 or more 
id, 000 to 24,999/ 

V,|0^dF^to-9T^ 

Tbjtal for sample 
population ^ 



184 
558. 
'1,110 

r,852 



13^,247 
8,198 
7,7 25 

2 9,170 




30 



2.2 Brochures and explanatory materials were / 

P'repared which explained and gave examples of 
?-The overall nature of the project-^ j 
•The survey instrument '"^-■....J'" 
•The purpose of the projec,t ^ [ , \ 



:^ 

.Who was to be involved and how^' 
•What we got out of the project 
•What the school system got out of the project 
•Sample. reports to be received by the; school . 
system 

2.3i/ Letters were written to each selected super- 

'/ intendent. These letters were followed by 
- telephone calls asking for agreement to 

participate and the identification of a" 

liason person. 

2.4 Header sheets were developed for the purpose 
of getting information' about each, school " 

= concerning: \ \. 

\ -Area served by the school (urban, suburban, 

\ or rural) * . 

•School system student population 

•Student enrollment in school , 

•Number of teachers in the school 

•Student/ teacher enrollment 

•Ujnion contract 

•Principal assistants 

•Grade levels in the school 

2.5 The first printing of an optical scan ques- 
tionnaire was accomplished. 

2.6 Procedures for randomly selecting the schools 
within a system and the students withiii a 
school were outlined by RTI. 

January through March/ 1974 • 

3.1 Final selections of p^articipating school / 
systems were made; Twenty-thre'fe school systems 
agreed to participate in the study. - , 

3.2 Final selections of schpol^^ within pafticicr 
pating systems were made. In "all, 124 schobls 
were selected to participate in the first r > 
administration. Where possible two schools 
tapping iseventh-graSe students, two schools 
tapping ninth-grade stiidents , two schools 
tapping eleventh-grade [students , and an <a • 
elementary school were /randomly selected in 
each participating school system. 

3.3 Final random selections of homerooms. for 
student participation were made. Five home- 
rooms were selected in each school. The 
students in each of four homerooms were 

■assigned one of the four major, subject areas 
(language arts," social studies, science, a'nd 
mathematics). The fifth homeroom. was 
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' sequentially assigned onie of the folar 
remaining subject, areas (health, P. E. , safetj/; 
home and industrial arts; vocational education 
fin^ arts) . 

3.4 Standardized and specific- directions for the 
(.survey administration were developed and tried 

out in pilot studies.' ^ 

3.5 Reporting procedures and programming for' the 
reports were developed. 

3.6 Th(B survey booklets were hand carried to each 
participating schoQl system. . The booklets 
were all packaged and appropriately labelled 
for personal distribution . The labels iden- 
tified the packages for each school and for 

' each homeroom • tea'cher within the' school . 
Each package contained . instructions for 
administration as well as instructions for / 
packaging and shipping back to Georgia. 

April through. June , 1974 . . 

«.,/■-■ t> ■ . 

4.1. Survey booklets were completed and returned 
to the University of Georgia. Each booklet 
was examined to -determine compTeteness of 
demographic data and booklets with obvious 
indiscriminate responses were eliminated. 

4.2 Survey booklets were packaged and forwarded 
. '* to Westinghouse Learning Corporation for 

scoring and processing. • 

4.3 Data tapes were returned from Westinghouse 

.' to Georgia. ' These tapes:-were used to gener- 
ate means, and results were factor-analyzed. 

July through September, 1974 

5.1 Revisions in the original reporting program 
were made!: Upon examination of the report 
generated, it. was decided that an items 
repor,t was essential and Westinghouse was 
instructed to prepare an items report'. . 

5.2- Data analyses were made and/ factor analyses 
were conducted.. 

5.3 Procedures for data feedback were decided 
upon and schedules for visitation for data 
reporting"! were .made. 

5.4 Diriections for improvement were developed for 
each item in the survey; .These directions for 

• improvement were based upon the Likert theory. 
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5.5 Two day, on-site visitations were started in 
• September. 

5.6 9n-site visitations to each participating 
school were, conducted. These on-site / [ 
visitations involved a general meeting with 
central office personnel from each of/ the 
participating schools within the system. At 
this general meeting r the underlying /expla- 
nations were made concerning: (1) the general, 
reports; (2) the items report^; (3) ythe ^crit- 
ical items report; (4) the action jJians; and,. 
(5) readministration of the survey.^ After 
each general meeting,^ individual meettings were 
held with each participating school principal 
and members of his staff. At these individual 
meetings;' project staff reviewed and ^helped to 
interpret the reports for the individual.^, 
school. 

October through December,^ 1974 

6.1 School on-si,^:e visitations were completed.. 

6.2 The survey instrument was revised on the 
basis of data analyses. Students' and ' 
teachers' i^esponses to the .Overall System 
were eliminated and the items included' in 
the ..survey were reduced from 65 to 52.^ 

6.3 The name of the survey was changed from the 
School Organizational Development Question- 
naire (SODQ) to Diagnostic Survey for 
Leadership Improvement (DSLI) . ^This. name 
change was a result of concern expressed by 
partic^ipating principals that the diagnostic 
aspects should be stressed. 

6.4 -^A letter was written to each participating 
school princip^al ^asking for information 
concerning changes in school organization 

^. and in school personnel involved in the .first 
administration ^of the survey . 

6.5 Arrangements were'made for the printing of the 
revised, survey. \ " . 

6.-6 Arrangements were made for making revisions in 
the programming for the next report to school 
systems ,. 

6.7 The directions for administering the survey 
were redone and printed. ^ 

6.8 A revised Explanation and. Guide for the Use of 
the Diagnostic Survey for. Leadership Improve - 
ment (DSLI) was developed and printed.. 



January through March, 1975 



7.1 Readministration plans were completed and 
DSLI's were packaged and .'shipped for readmin- 

■ istration. ' \ ^ \ - , h 

7.2 Check lists for noting aqtion taken -by par-, 
ticipating schools were compiled. 

7.3 A product report for NIE was prepared. 

April through June,. 1975 j 

8.1 Post surveys wbre administered by the ^ar- li 
ticipating schdcl systems and returned, to tljie 
University of Georgia for screening: p 

8.2 Po'^st surveys we^-e screened at the ' University! 
of Georgia and forwarded Ito Westinghouse 1| 
Learning Corporation for processing. 



!/•■ i" 



* • 9. July through S^eptemb^r, 1975 

\ ■ 

\ - ■.. ' .' ■ i 

9.1 The surveys wer^' scored and processed at 
Westinghouse and sent to the University of j 
Georgia.-' \. ■ '.■ ' ^ :. . j. 

9.2 The reports were distributed to the partici- j 
--^^ V pating schools . • j 

10. October through December, 1975 

10.1 The method of computing the_intensi,ty . score^. . 
was revised to e^liminate distortion in the 

Y -\ middle ranges. \ 

\ \ 10.2 A .special feedback study wasi c^riiducted as . a 

\ . partial validity check . ^ > '\[ 

l^' 10.3 Arrangements, were made with ia- consulting . 

research team at Oklahoma State' Uni-versity to 
plai^ analyses reports V ' \ 

- \ 11. January through March, 1976 ^ ^ ,\ * • 

. ■"'■\ ■ > . ^ ■ ■ . ■ ' ;■■ 

\ 11.1 Factdr analyses were*^ conducted*.: 

, \ 11.2.. Norm tables were produced.. ' v 

• ^ . % ' ■ • ' ' , ■ ; ^ ■ . 

12. . April 'through June, 1976 
\ 12.1 The r;ep6rt program w^s revised to take into 
account the revised' method of computing the 
intensdty Scores. .\ ^ 

12.2 A report was prepared for the total . sample . 

12.3 The final report to NIE wafs written and sub- 
" . - mitted. & ' , • 
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School Systems and Schools in National Study 



Stratum 
Number 



System 



Sys.- School* 
No . Number 



School 



Grade (s) 



Mfemphis City 
(Memphis, TN . 

# of S.tudents ; 
148,513 

\ . ; 



14, 



001 



14'. 002 
14 ' ■ 003 



Shady Grove 

Fair view 
Jr./ High 

Hamilton i" 
Jr/. High • 



14 
14 

14 

14 



0 04 

005' 

006 
0 07 



Cyp.ress 
. Jr 'J High 

Craigmont 
Jr. High 

Douglas. High 

Me s sick High 



Elem. 

7 

.. 7 
9- 

9 

11 

•\ 

11 

\ ' 



4. 


St. Louis City 
St. Louis, MO 


21 


001^ 


Gardenville 
Elementary 


Elem., 




# of /-Students : 
96,127 


21 
21 


004^ 
. 006^- 


Southwest High 
Cleveland High 


9 V 
11 ' 


5 


Orange County 
."Orlando, FL 


8 


- 001 


Eccleston 
Elementary^ 


Elem. 




# of Students : 
83,782 


8 
8 


^003 * 


Conway 
' Jr. High 

Memorial 
Jr. High 


V 7 
7 






8 


. 004 


Robinswood 
Jr. High 


9 


- - / 
/ 




8 


005 


Winter Park 
Jr. High 


9 

11 ■ 

"n. 

^ ■■ 






8 
8 


006 . - 
\ 007 


Evans High 
Oak Ridge High 



^These schools had a change in the 
pos±-suj*vey (1975) . 

These schools did not participate 



prindpalship for the 
^in the post-survey (1975). 



stratum , - Sys. School 

Number i System No. Number 



Wichita City ,. 22 
Wichita, KS 

• 22 
# of Students: 

62,394 

, . -22 

22- 

I ■ . / 

■ • ••• / 

,: / 22 



y 
/ 



School Grade (s) 

001 • Lincoln . Elem. 
Elementary 

002^ Bropks ; .7 
- Jr'^ High 

003^ Coleman, \ 7 
Jr .\ High 

004^ Hamilton 9 
Jr. High '\ . \ 

005^ Curtis ^ 9 

Jr. High ' 

22 006 Heights High 11 

22 . 007^ East High 11 



6 Brevard County 


7 


Qai^ 


Patrick AFB 


Elem. - 


Titusviile, 'FL 


7 


002 


De Laura 


"7 . 


# of Students : 






Jr . High ^ ■ 










■ 1 


761,193 


7 


003 


LB J Jr. High ' 




. 7 . 


^ b 

004° 


Andrew Jackson 


9 








Jr. High . ,- 






7 


005- 


Thorn.- Jefferson 


9 








Jr. High 




. /• 


7 


- 00^ 


'Merritt Is . High. 


11 




7 


007 


Titusville High- • 


: 11 



7 /^Richmond, City 
/ > RichmoncJ, VA 



/ 



/ 



# of Students: 
47/, 239 . 

/'" ' ■ 
/ ' 

■ / ■ 



15 
15 

15 

15 
15 
■ 15 



001 
002 

'0 03' 

004 

005' 

006 



Ginter Park 

Henderson 
■. Middle 

Bainbridge ' 
Mid'dle ":' 

John F. Kennedy 

■ ■ ■ ; / 

Open Schoo-l , ,' 



Elem. 
7 



-Maggie Waljc< 
High 



9 
9 

ir 



stratum 
NurpJDer 



System ^ 



Sys . 
■No. 



School 
Number 



School 



Grade (s) 



•7 

' ■ ♦ / 




17 , 


001 


. Northcrest 


Elem. 




Community Sch. 






Elementaryo 






' Ft . ' Wayne, IN. 


17 


002 ' 


Portage^ r 


7 




# ,of Students: 






Jr. High 














4 0,931 


17 


003- ' 


Lakeside 


7 










Jr. High 








17 


00 4^ 


Miami Jr . *High 


9 






17 


00 5. 


Lane Jr . High 


9 






17 


- ' 00 6', 


- Snider High 


11 






17 


007 


Souths ide High - 


11 ' /' 



Grossmont 
Union High 
,La Mesa, CA 



27-., 004^ ' Mt. Miguel High 9' 
27 ..-''^056^ . El Cajon High 9 ^ 

27 ' 007^ Granite Hills 11" 



# of students: 
27,704 






High 




■ I 

■ • . \ 


9 , Garland ISD ' 
Garland, TX 

# of Students: 
. " 26,000 


25 
25 

. 25 


. 001 
002 

003 

4. 


Park Crest 

Jackson 
Jr. High 

Memorial 
Jr. High 




Elem. 

7 • 

7 




25 


005^ 


O'Banion 
Jr. Higtl 




9 - 


r 


25 


046 


N. • Garland 


High 


9 & 11 




25 


""007 


S. Garland 


High 


11 ' . 



Arlington ISD 26 
Arlington, TX 



# of Students: 
25,800 



26 



001 
240 

003 




Amos Elem, Elem. 

Joe Bailey' 7 & 9 

Jr. High ■ 

Nichols " . i 7 - 

Jr .> High / . ^ - 

G : C .' Hutchenson 9 

S. Houston vHigh 11 

Arlington' High/' 11 



^The'se' schools had a change in the 
post-survey (1975). . 

^These schools did not ' participate 



pifincipalship fqr the • 
in the post-survey (197 5). 



StrLatiim 
Number. 



SyS;tem 



Sys. 

. No . 



School 
Number 



School' 



Grade (s.) 



10 Sarasota Cpuhty 9 

Sarasota-^l^L - g 

# of Students: V. , 

1 ■ \ ^ ; :20;D28 9 



Q 


■ n nvi 


9. 


^.-006. 


9 


007 


13 


001 


13 


002^ 


13 >: 


003 


13 


004^ 






13 - 


. 00 5 - 



001 ' ,Bay. Haven ] ' Elem. 

.00 2 Sarasota ^ * ..^t 7 
Jr. HigW . . 

003" . Brookside - - 7/. 

' ; Jr. . ;,fligh 

Venice Jr*. High. 9. 

•River view Sr.* 11 ' 
High. . - 

Sarasota Sr. High llv , 



10 La Fourche 
Parish 

Thibidaux, LA 

# of Students : 
19,70.1 ' 



13 006 
13^ 0 07 



Cut^'Pff Elem.' Elem. 

^Cha'ck Bay . ' 7 ' 

Golden Meadbwv ; 7 
Jr . High 

Galliano ' 9 

Jr . High' - ' 

Raceland 9 
Jr v-, High \ ; 

S. La Fourche 11. 
High 

Thibidaux High. " 11 



11 



001 



11 Bay County 

. Panama. Ciiiy , 

FL ' ' ^ , . * 



Stucjents : 


11 


003 


18,744 •. 


11 


004 




11 


005 




11 


' 00^^ 




11.',. 


007 



Oakland Terr. Elem. 

Rosenwald 7 
Jr. High:' 

Mowat ' Jr . High " , 7 

Jinks^ Jr. High . 9 

Everitt fJr. . High 9 - 

Wtherford High 11. 

Bay High .11 



Those schools had a change in the 
post-survey (197 5:) . ' 
b 

These schools ^did not participate 



princ-ipalship for vthe 

iri the post-survey (197 5); 
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t 












\ \ ^ iSttatum 




Sys . 


School 






Number 


System 


.. No . 


Number 


School 


Grade (sj 




RalHwin Countv 

U Q W AX UAA «^ Y 


" 10 


■- 001 


Cross Roads 


El em . 


• 


Bay Minnette, 






Elementary 




/I ' 


AL . 


10 


002 


Daphne Middle 


. 7 ■ . 




# of Students : 


■ 10" 


^ ^ 003^ 


Loxley Jr . High 


7 ' 




v'>. 14, i 3 ± 


Ip 


056 


Foley High 


9 & 11 






10 


047.^ 


Fairhope High 


9 & 11 , 


■ 12 


Gadsden City 


1:8 


0 01 


Striplin Elem., 


El em. 




Gadsden/ AL 


18 


J 

24 0 


/ Tii tchf ipld 


7 & 9 




■ /" 

# ox students: 




/ 


Jr . High v 






ai, 330 


18 


003 


Disque Jr. 'High 


7 






18 


005 • 


Gen. FoOrrest , 


9 










'.Jr. High 








18 


007^ 


Emma Sansom High 11 




Richmond 


20 


00 r 


Highland Hts^ 


-Elem. 




Community 






Elementary 






.riichmond> IN 


20 


250 


Dennis \ 


7 & 9 



# of students: 
10,613 



20. 

2 0 

2d« 



003^ 



004 
006 



6 Jr . High / 

V;-...,.- ■ 
Pheasant View ■ . J^7.^ 
Ji,r'- High . ' ' • 

Test Jr./' High .- ■ 9 

Richmond Sri 11 
High ■ 



1.3 ^Tefferson 

■ Elementary 
Daly j City > CA 

# of Students: 
10', 074 



28 


001^ 


i -Gen. Pershing 


Elem .• 


28. 


.00 2^ 


• Benj - Franklin 


7 


28 


. 003^ 


Colma Inter-' 


7- ' 



mediate^ 



^These schooljs had a change iri the 
post-survey (1975)^.. 



]Drincipal'ship for the 
These 'school's did npt pa'rticipat^ :f.n. the .post.- siirvey (1975) 
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e 




I. 






^stratum 
Number 


System' 


Sys . 
No. " 


School 
Number 


School Grade (s) 


14 


Santa Rosa 


16 


001 




El em . 




County 
Milton, FL 


16 
16 


002 
003 


King Middle 
Hobbs Middle 


7 

- 7 




# of Students: 
9,998 


16 
16 


004 
006^ 


Milton High! 
Gulf Breeze 


9 
11 


• 




. 16 


007 • 


, Jay High . 




14.. 


Newton Commu- 


19 


001 


Lincoln Jllem. 


Elem. 


• 


nity 

Newton, lA 


19 ., 


110 


Emerson Hough 
Elementary 


Elem. 




# b£ Students: 
5 , 000 


19 


240 


Central 
Jr. High 


7 & 9 ' 




r 


19 . 


, 350 


'PoT'^ .Tt" Hi rrli 
u.i. . rix^jii 


7 & 9 






19 


r\ r\ c " 

006 


Newton Sr. High. 


11 


15 


Winona 

Wi nona -■ MN 


23 


001^ 


Washington- 
Kosciusko 


Elem. 




# . of Students : 
6,587 


23 
23 


240 

006 . 


Winona Jr. Higli 
Winona Sr. High 


7 & 9 
11 


15 


Essex County 
■ Methuen, MA 


5 


001^ 


Stephen Barker 
Elementary 


El-em. 




# of Students: 
5,666 


-5 
5 


002 
004-^ 


Central ' .7 
Jr. High 

^Methuen Jr. High i 9 

■ " ' ■. - ,1 






5 


,006 


Tenney High 


;/ 11 ' 


16 


Lincoln County 
Newport, OR 


'24 
24 


001 
- 002 


Delake Elem. , 
Toledo Jr; High 


Elem. 
7 




# of Students: 
5,619 


24 


340^ 


^ Lincoln , 
Jr. High 

■ / 

Siletz High/ 


7 & 9 






24 


005^ 


9 


• r'. 




24,: 


006^ 


Waldport. H^gh 

Newport Hiigh 

t ' 


11 . 






24 


007 


11 



.^These schools had a change in the principalsjiip for the 

post-survey (1975). / ■ 

^These schools did not participate in the pofetrsurvey (1975). 



137 

ERIC 



stratum 

Number System 


Sys . 
No. 


School 
Number 


: School 


Grade (s) 


. 17 Newport County 




001 


Underwood 
Elementary- 


Elem. 


# of Students: 
'6,336 


4 

4" 


240 
007 


Thompson 
Jr. High 

Rogers High 


. T & 9 
.11 



( 





Summary 

i 






School Grade tevel 




Number of 


Schools 




1974 


Lost 


1975 


Elementary 


23 


0 


23 


Middle (grades 7 & 9) 


66 


(-6) 


60 


High (grades 9 & H) 


36 


(-1) 


35 


Totals 


12 5 


(-7) 


118 



Retained 94.4% ' • - , 

Lost '516% • 

Changes in the principalship = 32, or 27%, of the 118 school 
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DSLI Directions for Improvement 



PSLI 
Item 

01 



02 
03 

04 
05 

I 

06 

07 
08 
09 
10 
11 



Directions 



12 



Leaders demonstrate^byn:lTei'^actlb that they 
value contributions which subordinates can make 
to organizational/ tasks. I - 



Whenever possible teamwork should' be us;ed. 



Increase opportunities for subordinates": to take a 
more active part in improving the operation of the 
school ' 



Subordinates are given an opportunity to work out 
-mu-t^aally— acceptable ways of doing things. 

Leaders demonstrate that they make decisions based 
upon technical and ■ situa'tioriaT knowledge and that 
they keep subordinates ' point of view^in mind. 

Leaders make an effort to obtain and use informa- 
tion ab.out subordinates ' behavior to make positive 

changes . 



Representatives from different organizatiQnal — 

levels form decision-making teams. /' / 

•^Subordinate input for determining goals, methods, 
arid~-activi4ties should be utilized J i / 



Suboirdinaties ' ideas and auctions aire ^ilven the same 
cpnsixierat^ion as. are colleagues'.^ 

Involve $ubordinates in making decisions which 
affect ' them. . \ S 

\ 

Leaders make observable attempts to obtain and 
act upon information from" subordinates about 
orgfanizational goals and tasks. \ 



Joint understanding of eva luative" c r -r-l -hA ^-i-A^ghnnl 
be. established and utilized. ^ \.- 

' ^ : iko — • ■ 

. / 129. ■ 



\ . Directions . . 

Leaders are . accessible, , and openly communicate 
their professional concerns to subordinates. 

Leaders should^e-^wilQJjig^ to listen to subordi- 
nates with the attitude that the subordinate can 
provide 'helpful information. 

Leaders make an effort. to understand s'ubordinates 
personal problems as well as professional prob- 
lems. 

Place emphasis 'on internal rather than external 
motivations for subordinates to do what is 
expected. ' 

Complete and accurate information is gathered, 
and made available, before final decisions are 
made . 

i' • ! ■ .. 

Leaders communicate personally as well as^ profes- 
sionally with subordinates. - ' 

Subordinate reaction should be .considered for new 
and existing policy 'development. 

Information for operation and improvement .of the 
organization is gathered from, all leivels . ; _ 

After policy has been developed, subordinates 
-can influence how it is implemented. 

Whenever possible leaders solicit and use ideas 
of jsubordinates . ''. j 

'Leaders accept subordinates' feelings and take 
/ into consideration that these are a powerful [^^^ 
f influence on their behavior. -^^^ 

Structure should enable subordinates to exert a>^' . 
positive force^for achieving organizational^^-^ 
/objectives . ^--^^ 

/ ' ... ^ - - . ; 

' Leaders provide constructive feedback to subor- 
dinates concerning their work. 

Leaders listen to subordinates' problems and help 
solve them whenever possible. ' . 

•a " ' ' 
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' Directions * 

Subordinates help determine the nature of the 
task which they are expected to carry out. 

Maximum opportunities for supportive interaction 
among peers is provided for. 

Subordinate participation in the identification 
of organizational tasks promotes mutual concern 
for successf ur^task— c . 



Critical as well as supportive communication 
needs to be encouraged. 

Opportunities are provided for supportive inter- 
personal relations among people in the organization. 

When subordinates make mistakes, these are used 
as growth opportunities. 

i ■ ' ■ ■ . ■ 

/Encourage subordinates to communicate problems 
and base actiom decisions upon this information. . 

Upward communication is encouraged. 

Problems are solved in a mutually acceptable 
manner . 

Structure should permit people to work with and 
help one another to achieve objectives. 

When problems are uncovered, those closest to 
the problem should . provide input which should . be 
consiidered. . 

Leaders know and understand problems of subor- 
dinates very well.^ 

Leaders encourage subordinates. to help set goals 
and determine methods and activities. 

Decisions should be based upon mutually acceptable 
procedures and outcomes. ^ 

People in the organization work cooperatively on 
joint problems treating subordinates as equals. 
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Directions 

Encouragement is given for subordinate achieve- 
ment of high, bujb realistic goals. : 

Opportunities for subordinate participation in 
evaluation are, provided for. 

Goals and tasks should be reasonable and fair, 
and should lead to joint payoffs. 

Leaders structure tasks whereby subordinates can 
interact in an open and friendly way. 

Information rabout ^subordinates is used for 
cooperative problem solving and guidance. ' ' 

The organization should be structured so that^ . 
subordinate input . is^ used for making decisions. 

Leaders establish a structure which enables- 
cooperative group interaction. 

-Basedi upon communication with subordinates, 
leaders determine and provide adequate infor- 

matioh and feedback. 

- .... 1 ^ , 

Leaders work at establishing good and helpful^ 
peer relationships. 

Information about subordinates is used for 
cooperative problem solving and guidance. 

Not only should a leadership team approach be 
used, but subordinate representation should also 
be included in making decisions'. 
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APPENDIX D 

Diagnostic Survey 
for 

Leadership Improvement 

// 

InstructioriB for Administration 
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School Numc- 



_City- 



.State- 




DlAGNOSTiC SURVEY for LEADERSHtP tMPROVEMEP^T 
\\ (DSLI) 

f by ■■ ' . 

David J. Mullen 
Professor of Educational Administration 
College of Education 
University of Georgia .. > 
Athens, Georgia 30602 



^Form I - Public Schools 



TO THE RESPONDENT: 



a. 



The mosi imporiani pari of any organization is ihe people who make it up. Researchers have 
discovered (hat (here are certain organizational processes such as confidence and trust in leadership, 
commumcation. decision-making, etc. which affect the success of that-jorganizaiion in achieving its . 
goals. 

This survey.(ihe DSLI) is constructed and adminisiered to determine how you feel these key 
pr"N;csses are handled in this organization and how you think they should be handled. There arc no 
riglit or wrong answers. The information provided by the survey will be used by your school to s«e 
where the majority of the people in this situation think improvement needs to be.made. 

The DSLI is intended to be completely confidential. Results will be summarized for groups, 
faculty, students, etc. In r^ instance will responses of individuals be reported. The survey should 
ordinarily not take any longer than 40 minutes to complete. 



This survey i,s b;i5*id upon Rensis Likert's "Profile of Organizational Characteristics." 
Likcrt. R. The Human Organtzation : Its Management and Value. New York: McGrawIlill. 
1«)67, pp. P)70I I. 
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Use" only a soft lead pencil to blacken the circle that 
shows your answer; Do not make any oilier marks 
on this booklet. Eiase all mistakes cotnpieteiy. 

lOOf- Subject area or department ♦ Mark one 

Students: Mark the subjcci area as directed by 
the person administering ihe survey! 

Teaching Staff: Mark ihe subject area in which 
you teach 3 or more classes. Those teaching 
^ less than 3 classes in an area mark ihe area 
of your greatest interest. 

Elementary Teachers; Do not mark in this section. 
O Language Arts - Reading, English^ Spelling, 
Literature, Writing, Speech, Foreign Lan- 
• guage. Library' Science, etc. 

O Social Studies - History, Gov't., Pblitical 

Science, Philosophy, Geography, Psychol- • 
ogy.ctc. 

O Science - General Science, Physical Science, 
Earth Science, Chemistry, Physics, etc. 

O Mathgmalics - Gener/l Math. Consumer Math, 
Algebra, Trigonometry, Geometry, etc. 

O* Health, P.E., Safety - Drug Education, Health, 
Physical Education^ Driver Education, etc. 

O. Home & Industrial Arts - Home Economics, 

CliiM Care. Foods, Clothing, Cosmetology,. . 
Drafting, Metal, Wood, Electricity, Mechanics, 
etc. ' 

O Vocational Education - Bookkeeping. 

Typing, Shorthand, Agriculture, VOT, 
DCT, Career Education, etc. 

O Fine Arts - Art. Music, Drama, Ceramics, Band;' 
r Orchestra, Choir, etc. • 



1 01 . Position - Mark the one that Best 
describes your role. 

/ 

O Student 

O Teacher ^ \ " ■ * 
O Area Coordinator or Dept'. Head 
O Other certified staff (principal, asst. 

principal, counselor, librarian, etc.) 
O Non-certified staff (teacher aide, etc.) 



1 02. Race or Family Background - Mark one' 



O Black 
O White 
O Oriental 



O 
O 

O 



American Indian 
Puerto Rican 
Mexican American 
Cuban 



103. S« 
O Male 
O ^^emale 



104. Age - Mark age at last birthday..' 



Students 

o<io 
o\i. 

o i^'— ■ 

O 13 * . . 
O 14 
O 15 
O 16 

O J7 or over 


Staff / 
O Under 20 
O 20'to 29 
O 30 to 39 
O 40 to 49 
O 50 to '59 
O 60 or over 


STUDENTS Only 


>. Mark your grade 




05 


O 9 


06 


O 10 


0 7 


Oil 


08 


0 12 



STAFF Only 
106. Years of Experience in Education 

O Under 5 years 

O 5 to 9 years ' \ 

O 10tol9years 

O 20 or'tnore years 



If you have not Written the name of the school, 
city and state ori't^ of the front cover, please 
do that now^l?^ore you continue. 
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STUDENT!^: ' ' \ " ~; ■ ' 

Subjccl Aro ^ . 

f. Am.Ui: .ill ucrns jl \\\t subjcti Jifj level. /M.trk luAh'iW li./)V y<tu li-el lliinp^rc Jitj how you feel 
Q . / ih»ii:s should he wiih the lejthers (li-jiivfs) ir. the />nc suh/eci (Uinjl. A«i, Sptijl Sluilles, Science, 
/ Mjth. ciej which you fheckcd in iltni/iuOon p- -■ r ; . / " - . 

■ / :,';■■■/ /\ ; ,■• . ■ / : ■ / ■ > ' , ^ 

yOvcrall School / '■///• , ■ / • / 

/ Answer jll ilcms a I ihccoverall^sth/ol • pnncipjl level, ^lark to show how you feel things are and 
Q how you feel thirtgs should be inythc overall school. ITiai is. how il)e 'princij)al and his siaff aci as . 

j ri'^ilhej; run Ihe school,' ' / • ' - . / . | • 



/ . ■ Subjiiri Area/Depar'irrtent' \/- ■ ' f *^ ^ * ^ i ' 

. '''' '/ Mjik H) show how you fee) ihings are/an^d hovy yn(i feel Vhing*; shouU be'in this deparlmcjyi and how 
QJtT / ihe^dvparimenl hcaU tlead'cN) proVidcs' leadership/for ihe subjccl area dcparimenl which you checked 
■ v.y in iicm 1 00 on p. 2. (po^not^fc^pond at the depjrtnient level if you do noVhave a ddf^irtmcnL^ 



chairman,) 



' ■ Ovjtrall School / . / ^^r> / / : 

Answer all items at t|lp overall 5Cho"dl>:; principal level. NHirk to show how you feel things are and how 
n t" - * you feel thrnp* shouid be in th^ overall' scl)o^l. That is, how a he principal and his sbiff pwvideleadership 
.' in the school,. / ; / ' /"■/<,"'■.■ . ' .J^-. .- . 



DEP>A>RT<!RNT HeAdS. OT>iER CERTIFIED. ANd'nON.CERTIFIED STAFF: 



Overall School / . / ^. j . . / 
/ Answer bll itcniS at thcfoverall school - pfineipal Fevcl. Mark to show.how you feel things are and how / 
' O '"^ y.!^" feci thingv^hould-i)c in th^,bverall,«hop That is, how ihe ^rincipars staff and/or the principal / 
'i r'-''pTovide|lcade»hip in^t^ie'sch^ | - . J'^ ' .„• ' , , ^ ' -J 



PklNciPAI. AND OTHER CI^RTIFIED STAFF: 



/OveralfSysicjTi . i / / •/ 

' VATisw%-r all iier/sJ at/tht^^verall iysiem -s^u^jeriniendent level. Mark to show how you feel things i 
hoy^; v:jb U^^.jV.'Xri'kz't'.'xSil be 3Vf::.-r.J-VL-l. 'I ha; is, ho*** ths pcrsor. -nd his stalf di recti)? 
the principjl p>ovijde l^pdef ship from t He cent ral off ice. ^ 



are^and 
above 



/ • Yi)u are to piark eaqh^stiicment for the level that applies to you (see ab^ove) Iike the example below. WJicn yob arc ^ 
I not sure 'adout'a^ialcrncnt ai a level for either part (is or siiould be) then niirk'yoij'r answer as "I DonVKnow/' 



.stuyiiiK □ D • ' . ' ^ 

o/pi. »t;; . . □ 



Vour lodrn* p[uvid« chances (ur 
V(ni lo work With'your petit** in 
^(ncndJy *ay». ! • 



\ SUBJECT AREA OVERALL SCHOOL \ OVERALL SYSTE.^ 
\0K DEPARrMtNT\ PRINCifPAU' ■ NSliPERIMENDENT 
LEVtL ■ _\|;^. LEVEL ■ .\ LEVEL 




The exaj^plc above is marked to show that leaders (principal and his.stafO provide chances for you to Work with yo\ir 
•peers jri friendly Avays/'SonJetimcs" at the OVERALL SCHOOL PJUNCSPAL LEVEL, but they should try to provio.'^ 
chancj;-! V Very Of tear ' , ■ . v ' •.■ . . ■ l-' ■ 

'Leaden: SUBiECT AREX/DEPARTMENT ' \ ^ ' Z- ? . - 

Students ^ " -The teachers for'^the subject which you checked in item lOOon 



Teachers 



. - The depaTtmcnt head lor the subject which you checked in itetrt 
^Iflflonp. 2 • ' ■ . ' ' ^ 



. OVERALL SCHOQL 

, / \ Siudcnl^.Tcachcrs. 
J department heads. 

/ * /oilier cerhficd aiid.-^^ 

/ ■ \ ■ I ^ 

/ - ino 'lOMilied . 



-The principal's staff and/orlhc principal 



•/ OVERALL'SYSTEM.,' \. > / \ . \ '■ ' / 

I 'rniJjpal and Oilier \ . The persiM> and IilvitalT dirccHy^'ovc the principal froni t 

j Ce ratified" * \ central oll'icc . J . ' ' ■ , - ■■' 

** Peers : Those people who are in the same type of position as yoii In this school. (Sludenlpeers arc other students.) 
Rem«jM*iiber. use tiiily a soft lead pencil and erase completely. Don *t' make any marks ulher. than your answers on this booklet. 
Aiiy/qucstiJiis'* \ , " You may f urn the page and begin work. ; 
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SUBJECT AREA \ OVER.ALL SCHOOL 

VOR departmenA principal 

LEVEL ' \ .LEVEL 



OVERALL SYSTENf 
.SUPERLNTENDCNT ^ 
LEVEL 




1. 


Your leaders have faith and trust in 


is 


O 


o 


o 


o 


o 


p 


o 


b 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 




yC5u. 


should be 


O 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 




o 




o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


2. ■ 


Teamwork is used to improve 


. ' is 


O 


o. 


o 


o 


o 


o 






o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 






should be^ 


O 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


9 


o 


o 


o 


.3. 


. You or your peers can take part 


is 


O 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 




o 


o 


o 


p 


o. 


o 


o 


o 




iii tnipfovin^ thing$. 


should be 


O 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


b 


o 


4. 


Your Iczders work with you in 




O 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


.o 


o 


o 




ciirh 9 W9V that vnll liWf to do 

3U^II a Way IIIOI TwM Iw Uw^ 

what they expect you to do. 


should be 


O 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


b 


5. 


You have faith and trust in your . 


• ' is 


O 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


'o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


F 






should be 


O 


c 


o. 




o 


o 


Q 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


0 

o 




6. 


Your leaders use what they know ' 


. is 


O 


■o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


CD 


o 


o 


o 


o 


— 1 
o 




abopt "how. you are doing** to 
help you improve. 


should be 


6 


o 


o 


p 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


7. 


Decisions are made through team- ' 


■ 


O. 


p 


o 


o 


o 


o 


Q 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 




work. 

\\ 


should be. 


O 


o 


o 


"b 


b 


o. 


o 


o 


b 


o 


.o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


8. 


Your leaders discuss with you or 


■ Js 


O 


o 


p 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


p 


o 


o 


o 




your p^cfs ways to improve things. 


should be 


O 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o. 


b 


o 


o 


o 


p 


o 


o 


o 


9. 


Your leaders treat you in ways 


is 


to 


o 


o 


o 


b 


o 


o 


p 


b 


o 


o 


o 


Q 


o 


o 




which make you feel important. 

\/ : - 


'^should be 


O 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


b 




p 


o, 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


10. 


You or your peers take a part in 


is 


o. 


o 


o 


b 


b 


o 


a 

o 


o 


o 


o 


p 


p 


b 


o 


o. 




making decisions which alTect . 
you. „, : : 


should be 


o. 


o 


b 


o 


p 


.o 


o 


^ 


o 


o 


o 


p 


o 


b 


o 


11. 


Your leaders know how it is^ 


is 




o 


Q 




b 


o 


o 


o 


o 


p 


b 


b: 


o 


b 


o 




from your point of view.' 


■ should be 


o 


b 


o 


o 


p 


b 


o 


o 


b 


o 


o 


p 


o 


o 


p 


12. 


. True and complete information. • , . . 


. is; 


o 


p 


b 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


b 


o 


o 


b 


b 


o 


o 




is used to rate what you and ./ < 
/our peers do; 


' 0 should be 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


b 


o 


p 


b 


o 


b 


13. 


You know how things are 


is 


o 


b 


o 




to 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 




o. 


o 




from your leaded' point of 
view. 


--should be 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


b 


o 


o 


o 


o 



Go on to next page. 
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\ subject area \overall school \ overall systemv 
\ordepartment\ principal \superlntenijent\ 

, \ .LEVEL \ ' LEVEL \ LEVEL. V 
Statement s . \ 0 \ 1 \ 2 \ \ 0 \l \2 \ 3 W \ o\ 1 \ 2 \ :^ \ 




14. Leaders arc told what they . . 
should know in(an open way 
by ihe ones who arc involved. ' 


is 

should be 


O 
O 


o 

o. 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


p 
o 


pL 

o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
p 


o 
b 


> 

15. You feel close to your ' 
leaders. 


is 

Or 

should be 


O 
O 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


p 
o 


o 

O' 


b 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


p 
b 


b 
p 


o 
o 


16. Your leaders leave you free 
to control your behavior. 


is 

/ 

should^e 


O 
P 


o 
o 


o 

o' 


o 


p 
p 


o 
o 


o. 
o 


p 
o 


o 
o 


o 


o 
o 


o- 
b- 


o 
o 


o 
9 


o 
o 


17. When decisions are made they 
are based on information which 
you think is right <uid fair. 


is 

should be 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
p 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
b 


o 
b 


o 
"o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


t 

18. You feel frieiidly with your 
leaders. 


is 

sho)ild be 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


b 
p 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


p 

o. 


o 
o 


19. You or y our^peers can bring ' 
about changes in policies. 


! 

j should be. 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o- 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


p 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
b 


o 
o 


o 
o 


i20. Ideas for ways to improve 

things come from all concemed. ^ 


\ is 
should be 


Q 
O 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


Q 

,o 


o 


o 
p 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
'o 


o 
o 


o 
p 


o 
o 


p 
p 


'21. Ypu or your peers can help 
change how things are done. 


iSt 

should be 


O 
O 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


Q 

o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


b 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


22. When your leaders know 
^ your ideas they try to use ^ 
them. ' 


is 

should be 


o 
o 


o 
p 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
p 


o 
p 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
p 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
p 


23. . You share your feelings with 
your leaders. 


is 

should be- 


o 
p 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


'o 

o- 


o 
b 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
p 


o 
o 


o 
o 


24. You are able to improve . 
things. 


is 

should be 


o 

p. 


o 

o' 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


b 
p 


o 
o 


b 
o 


p 
p 


Q 

p 


/■ 
o 

d 


p 
o 


o 
o 


25. Your leaders show that the work, 
done by you and your peers is 
important. 


is 

should be 


o 
o 


o 

^ 


o 
o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


p 


o 


o 


b 


b 


b 


o 


b 


o 


Q 


o 


p 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


26. You share your problems with 
your leaders. - 


is 

should be 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
p 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 

b. 


o 
o 


6 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
p 



Go on to next pager 



SUBJECT AREA \ OVERALL SCHOOL) 

VoR departmentX principal 

LEVEL \ LEVEL 



•ERALL SYSTEMX 
VSUPERINJENDENT^ 
LEVfeL 





Statement 




o\ 


A 


. V.T 




w 
n 


6 \l \2 \ 3\ 


^ V 


1)\ 


\\ 
A 


>' \: 

2\3\ 


4 \ 


27. 


Vuu or your peers can help 


■ is 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 




bring about changes in what 
"is done. ; ' ' 


should be 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


p 


28.- 


Ymir l#»TH^r^ nrfwirfe chances for VOU 


.- ^is 


o 


o 


o 


o 












o 


o 


o 


^ ' 




o 




to work with your peers in ^ 
friendly.*ways. j 


/should be 














o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


29. 


Th nci* nnf 'in cHnrof (hnW AS 


/ is 


Q 


o 


o 


o 


p 


o 


\ 

p 






o 


o 


o 




p 


o 




much concern about a-job ' 
being done as do leaders. 


should be 












o 


o 


b 


o 






o 


o 


p 


o 


30 N 


* ■■ 

Vmi ^nHiVnllr n^^rC f^ll it / 
I OU dliU jrUUI UCCI 3 ICll t\ ' ,. 


is 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 






b 




"like it is" to your 
leaders. ' ^ 


should be 












o 


o 


o 


o 






o 


o 


o 


o 


31- 


You have the chance to show. 


is 


O 


o 


o 


o 


b 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


•3 




o 




concern for others. / 


should be 








>— > 


* — J 


o 




o 


b 








o 


o 


o 




Your leaders support and'.back 


is 


O 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


p 






o 


i 


you up. 


should be 










<^ 


o 


o 


o 


o 








o 


o 


o 


33 


Vnn mmmiinicate wiili leaders to 

I wU U WllllilWIII*''**^ WIUl iwo\j^i* 


is 


O 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 








o 


o 


o 






o 




help improve things.' 


should be 












o 


o 


o 


o 




o 




I 

o 


o 


o 


34 


Ynnr it^aderf irv In BCt Vour ^ 


, is 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 






o 


o 


o 




V.J/ 

J 

o 


p 


■. 


ideas, 

>' . ■ ' ^ ■ 


snouia De 












p 


o 


o 


o 




o 


o 


o 


o 




Your leader$,usc your help'to 


* is 


o 


o 


o 




o 


b 


o 


o 


.o 


o 






p 


o 






solve a common problem. 


should be, 


o 


o 


o 


o 


Q 


o 


b 


o 


o 


o 


o 


p 


o 


p 


o 


36, 


You are encouraged to give help • 


/ is 


o 


o 


o 


p 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


b 


o 


p 


o 


o 


o 




to others to make things better.. 


should be 


o 


o 


o 


p 


b 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


p 


p 


o 


b 


37. 


Decisions are made by those close / 
to the problem source. 


Is 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


Q 


b 


o 


o 


o 


p 


b 


o 


p. 


o 




should be 


o 


o 


p 


o 


o 


o 


p 


p 


o 


o 


b 


o 


o 


Q 


b 




The people who malce decisionj 


;., is^' 


p 


o 


o 


o' 


o 


o 


b 


b 


o 


o 


o 




o 


o 


o 




which affect yoti arc iware of „ > • ' 
the things you face.. /^-" 


^ should be 


o 


p 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


p 


b 


p 


o 


o 


o 


p 


39. 


You or your peert infli^e'nce what 


is 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


p 


o 


o 


b 


o 


o 


o 


o 


Q 


o 




happens to you. ^ \. * 


^ould be 




o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


b 


p 


o 


o 


o 


o 


Q 


o 


o 



Gb on to next page. 




40. 


Decisions are made in such a way 
that you do not mind carrying 
them out. 


is 

should be 


O 
O 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


p 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 

o* 


41. 


Needed v^ork gets done because 
of (he way your leaders and 
peers work together. 


is 

should be 


O 
O 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


42. 


Your leaders try to get you to 
reach high goaJs. 


is 

should be 


O 
O 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


b 
o 


o 
o 


b 
o 


o 
p 


o 
p 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


43. 


'You take part in judging your 
performance. 


is 

should be 


O 
O 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


44. 


Your peers accept what is 
expected of them. 


is 

^ should be 


O 
O 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 

'o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
b 


o 
o 


o 
b 


45. 


Your leaders work with you and 
your peers in friendly ways. 


is 

should be 


O 
O 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 

1 

o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


b 
o 


o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


46. 


Your leaders use what they "find 
out" to make things better. 


is 

should be 


O 
O 


o 
o 


p 
o 


o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


p 
o 


o 
o 


47. 


.Things are organized so that you 

VII yyjin pcciA kdli ilvl^ lllafkC 

decisions. ^. * 


is 

/ should be 


O 
O 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


48. 


Most all work together to get 
the job done. 


/ is 
;' should be 


O 
O 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


p' 
o 


o 
o 


p 
o 


o 
o 


49. 


Your leaders share with you most all 
the information you need or want. 


is 

should be 


O 
O 


o 
o 


o 
o 


p 
o 


o 

o, 


o 
b 


o 
b 


o 
o 


o 
o 


Q 
o 

/ 


o 
o 


p 
o 


o 
o 


o 

Q 


o 
o 


50. 


Most all get along well and help 
•each other. 

^ \ 


is 

should be 


O 
O 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 

\ 

o 

t 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


p* 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


b 
o 


o 
o 


51. 


Information pn what you do | 
and ho\V well you do it is use'd | 
to help solve problems. 


is 

should be 


O 
O 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


6* 
p 


o 
p 


o 
p 


o. 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
b 


b 

o.j 


p 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


52. 


The<)eadcrs work with their peers 
and people below them to make 
the decisions. . " 


, :'S 
sltould be 


O 

o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


cp 


b 
b 


CD 

o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


o 
o 


b 
p 


o 
o 


b 
o 


o 
o 



151 

140 



INSTRUCTIONS FOR ADMINISTERING THE , 
DIAGNOSTIC SURVEY FOR LEADERSHIP IMPROVEMENT 
(DSLI) 



\ 



Preparation I ^ 

1. Read these directions completely and pracliee taking the survey .yourself before administering it. 

2. .Before the administration of the survey check to see that you have for the number of people being 



.surveyed sufficient: 



• survey booklets 

• soft Jead pencils 



j STAFF 

MuUllv and Senior School Staff 
Teachers :ire to respond to their department chair- 
man in one of the eight subjeet areas listed under 
item 100 on page 2 (jf the survey booklet. If ihesd 
subject 'areas do not agree exactly to the depart- 
mental organization in a particular school: then 
decide beforehand, and at the administration give 
the teachers and the department chairmen specific 
instructions aboutjmarking a piiriieular subject area 
which will give the kind of survey information 
about departments which is desired. For example, 
if a. report is wanted for business education but 
not for agricultural education; then, tell the business 
education teachers and 'the business education de- 
partment head to check Vocafional Education. 
Agriculture teachers and their department' chair- 
man should leave thik area ^' blank. 

'^FiicmvnUuv School Staff 
Determine in ad^Aincc whether or not a report is 
applicable or desired! for department chairman or 
coordinators the ct^L-mcntary level. If reports for 

'depavimcnts are not ap;plicable. then no one should 
mark subjcci areas in riiem 100 on page 2 of the 
survey booklet! If repoirts are applicable and.'or , 
desired, then decide to,, wihich subject areas teachers 
and department chairmen are to respond in ihe^ 
survey booUci. Snnieonii: also must be identified 
as a deparimenl chairmam because unless someone 
ma^ks a subject area in item 100 and the position 
of department chairman in IGL a report will not 
be provided.^ \ 

\ ' ' 

4. Giving Help . During the Survey 

You may and should give as much individual 
survey. 

5. Instructions f^r After Survey C(,implction * 

Decide in advance what respondent^ are to do 
nounce the dicikion at the appropriate place 
the page and qegin.'' / / 



STUDENTS 

3. Students . . 

If you are administering the survey to students* 
be.'Sure that you know the subject area which the 
students are to respond to on page 2 of the survey 
booklet. When this determination has been made, 
then go through all the instructions for students 
on these pages and write in the predetermined sub- 
ject area in each appropriate blank space. Do this 
before you begin administering the survey. 

If the school is to make its own selection of stu- 
dents and subject area assignment.s» a simple ran-, 
dom selection procedure for selecting students and 
subject areas is as follows. First determine how 
many students are to be surveyed at a particular 
grade level. Then list and number the homeroom 
teachers or English teachers am/ the number of 
. students in each teacher*s class at that grade level. 
Cut slips of paper equal to the number of home- • 
rooms or English sections. Write a teach er*s name 
and the number of students on each slip of paper. 
Place the slips of paper in a container and draw 
out slips until the accumulative total of students 
equals the number of students to be surveyed at 
that grade level. Decide which subjects are to be 
J 'surveyed and Ijow many class sections are to be 
\ surveyed for each subject. Place the slips of paper 
\identif>ihg each selected class section in a container 
and draw a slip for each subject area tn be sur- 
veyed. ; 



and group help as needed while individuals are taking the 



when they complete filling out- the survey booklet. An- 
in these instructions; that isf right before you say "Turn 



Slarling Time 



(Write the startlni' time. The instructions should take about ten minutes.) 



Instructions for the Administration 

\* , 

SAY: THE MOST IMPORTANT PART OI* ANY ORGANIZATION IS THE PEOPLE WHO MAKE IT 
UP. SOCIAL SCIENTLSTS HAVE POUND OUT THAT THE WAY PEOPLE IN SCHOOLS^ IN- 
TERACT. COMMUNICATE. :MAKE DECISIONS* ARE CONTROLLED AND HAVE CONFIDENCE^ 
IN THEIR LEADERS ALL AFFECT THE TEACHING AND LEARNING PROCESS. 

SAY: YOU ARE BEING ASKED TO TAKE THIS SURVEY TO DETERMINE MOW YOU FEEL 
ABOUT HOW TIIR LEADER.SHIP IS AND SHOULD BE AT DIFFERENT LEVELS IN THIS 
SCHOOL. THERE ARE NO RIGHT OR WRONG ANSWERS. THE IFORMAXJON PROVIDED 
WILL BE USED TO SEE WHERE THE MAJORITY OF PEOPLE IN THIS SCHOOL THINKS 
IMPROVEMENT NEEDS TO BE MADE. 

SAY: THE RESULTiS OF THIS SURVEY WILL BE SUMMARIZED BY GROUPS: RESPONSES ARE 
NOT REPORTfED F-OR INDIVIDUALS. TO ANSWER THIS SURVEY YOU WILL NEED A SOFT 
LEAD PENCIL. I'LEASE RAISE YOUR HAND IF YOU DO NOT HAVE A SOFT LEAD PENCIL 
TO COMPLETE THE SURVEY. 

Do : Pass out pencils to those who need them. 

SAY: I AM NOW GOING TO PASS OUT THE SURVEY BOOKLET. WHEN YOU GET YOUR BOOK- 
LET. WRITE THE NAME OF THIS SCHOOLi THE CITY. AND STATE ON TOP OF THE FRONT 
COVER. RIGHT HERE. 

Do : Hold up a booklet and point to the place where they/arc to write the name of the school. After you 
pass out ^he booklets.* check to sec that evdryone writes the school name. city, "and state in the space 
provided.' ^ . * 

SAY: NOW OPEN YOUR BOOKLET TO PAGE 2. AT THE TOP IT SAYS: **USE. ONLY A SOFT 
LEAD PENCIL TO BLACKEN THE CIRCLES THAT SHOW YOUR S\NSWERS." THESE IN- 
STRUCTIONS ARE VERY IMPORTANT BECAUSE THE BOOKLET IS SCORED BY A MA- 
CHINE WHICH READS EVERY PENCIL MARK AS AN ANSWER. 



STAFF 



Middle, JimUir Hi^h or Hiiih School 

SAY: YOU ARE NOW AT THE QUESTION 
NUMBERED 100. IF YOU ARE A TEACH- 
ER THEN MARK THE SUBJECT AREA 
IN WHICH YOU TEACH 3 OR MORE 
CLASSES. THOSE TEACHING LESS THAN 
3 CLASSES IN ONE SUBJECT MARK THE 
SUBJECT AREA OF YOUR '^GREATEST 
INTEREST. IF YOUR MAJOR RESPONSI- 
BILITIES ARE OTHER THAN TEACHING. 
THEN DO NOT MARK FOR THIS ITEM. 



STUDENTS 

SAY: YOU ARE NOW AT THE QUESTION 
NUMBERED 100. WHERE YOU ARE TO 
MARK SUBJECT OR DEPARTMENT. ALL 
STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS WILL MARK 
THE OVAL IN FRONT OF 

SAY: BLACKEN THAT OVAL RIGHT NOW. 



STAFF 

Elemcnfarv Schools 

Do ; If previous arrangements for elementary teach- 
ers have been made, tell the elementary teach- 
ers how to mark this section (item 100). If 
they have not been made . . . 

SAY: DO NOT MARK THIS SECTION. 



142 



Department Heads \^ 

SAY: DEPARTMENT HEADS BE ^SURE TO 
■ MARK A SUBJECT AREA IN ^ITEM 100 
AND THE POSITiON AREA COORDINA- 
TOR^OR DEPT. HEAD IN ITEM 101. IF 
YOU DO NOT MARK BOTH OF\THESE, 
THEN A DEPARTMENTAL REPORT WILL 
not: BE GIVEN. \ 



SAY- EVERYBODY. MARK THE ANSWER WHICH APPLIES TO YOU IN ITEMS lOL n02, 103. 

AND 164. STUDENTS ONLY ARE TO MARK ITEM 105 AND STAFF ONLY ARE^TO MARK 

106, \ 
Do : Walk around the room to make certain that all respondents understand which qu<^stions iHcy are to 

answer and how to blacken the ovals. , , ' ' 



STAFF 



v 



STUDENTS 



/ 



SAY: NOW LOOK AT THE TOP OF PAGE 3. 
NOTICE THAT UNDER TEACHERS THE 
SUBJECT AREA/DEPARTMENT SECr 
TION IS SHADED LIGHTLY AND THE 
OVERALL SCHOOL SECTION IS NOT 
SHADED, NOW LOOK AT THE EXAMPLE 
ON THIS PAGE. IN THE LIST OF PEOPLE 
RIGHT BELOW STUDENTS IT SAYS 
TEACHERS." OPPOSITE TEACHERS 
ARE TWO LITTLE SQUARES AND ONE 
IS SHADED LIGHTLY AND THE OTHER 
SQUARE IS BLANK. ALL THE COLUMNS 
. WHERE. THE ANSWERS ARE TO BE 
MARKED IN THE EXAMPLE AND ON 
THE OTHER PAGES OF THIS BOOKLET 
ARE SHADED IN THE SAME WAY. I 
TEACHERS WHO HAVE A DEPARTMENT 
HEAD WILL MARK THEIR ANSWERS IN 
THE FIRST TWO COLUMNS. TEACHERS 
WITHOUT A DEPARTMENT HEAD MARK 
YOUR ANSWERS IN THE MIDDLE COL- 
UMN ONLY. IN ANY CASE. TE/^CHERS. 
DO NOT MARK ANY ANSWERS FOR THE 
OVERALL SYSTEM - SUPERINTENDENT 
LEVEL IN THE THIRD (DARKLY SHAD- 
ED) COLUMN. / 

SAY: DEPARTMENT HEADS AND NOf^CEkTI- 
FIED YOU WILL NOTICE THAT YOU 
ARE TO MARK THE MIDDLE.COLUMN - 
PRINCIPAL LEVEL ONLY. / 

SAY: OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF WILL MARK 
THE PRINCIPAL AND SUPERINTENDENT 
' LEVEL. 

SAY: THE PRINCIPAL WILL MARK ONLY 
THE SUPERINTENDENT LEVEL. 



SAY: NOW LOOK AT THE TOP OF PAGE 3. 
NOTICE THAT UNDER STUDENTS THE 
SUBJECT AREA SECTION IS SHADED 
LIGHTLY AND THE OVERALL SCHOOL 
SECTION IS NOT SHADED. NOW LOOK 
AT THE EXAMPLE AT ABOUT THE MID- 
DLE ON THIS PAGE. RIGHT AT THE 
' TOP OF THE LIST OF PEOPLE IN THE 
EXAMPLE BOX IT SAYS. ^STUDENTS." 
OPPOSITE STUDENTS ARE TWO LITTLE 
SQUARES ONE IS SHADED LIGHTLY 
AND THE OTHER IS BLANK. NOW LOOK 
AT THE COLUMNS WHERE YOU MARK 
YOUR ANSWERS. THE FIRST COLUMN 
IS SHADED LIGHTLY AND SECOND 
COLUMN IS NOT SHADED. ALL THE 
COLUMNS WHERE THE ANSWERS ARE 
TO BE MARKED IN THE EXAMPLE AND 
ON THE OTHER PAGES. OF THIS BOOK- 
LET ARE SHADED IN THE SAME WAY. 
YOU WILL MARK YOUR ANSWERS IN 
THE FIRST <TWO COLUMNS. YOU WILL 
NOTIMARK ANY ANSWERS IN THE 
THIR,D COllUMN. 

SAY: LOOK BAck UP TO THE TOP OF THE 
PAGE WHERE IT SAYS STUDENTS. READ 
THiiS SECTION SILENTLY WHILE^PREAD 
IT ALOUD, i 



SAY: SUBJECT AREA 




.NSWER aIl items AT THE SUBJECT; 

'area level, mark to SHOW^HOW; 

YOU FEEU THINGS SHOULD BE WITHj 
THE TEACHERS IN THE ! 
SUBJECT XrEA. remember, THIS IS, 
THE SUBJECT WHICH YOU CHECKED 



STAFF 



STUDENTS 



SAY; 1-OOK BACK DP TO-^VWR TOP OF* TIIH 
PAGE VVIIF.R^^.-Tf SAYS rf-ACHIIRSV 
RFAD rilli^PAR'l' THAT APPLI[:S TO 
YOUR POSITION SILENTLY WMILE I' 
READ IT ALOUD. 



SAY: SU/U/'X'T AREA Orj^ARTMEST 
TEACH LKS ' 



FOR 



SAY: 



MARK TO snow HOW YOU \ FEEL 
THINCiS ARE AND MOW VOU \eEI. 
THINGS SHOULD BE IN YOl'R DEPART- 
MENT AND HOW THE DEPARImNnT 
HEAD PROVIDES LEADERSHIP FOR TflE 
SUBJECT AREA DEPARTMENT WHICH 
YOU- CHECKED IN/ITEM 100 ON P. 2. 
DO NOT RESPOr>HS AT THE DEPART. 
MENT\ LEVEL >F YOU DO NOT HAVE 
A DEPARTMIiNT CHAIRMAN, 



SAY: 



SAY: 



OVERALL 'SCHOO /. FOR 
BUT THE FRISCIFAL 



EVER YHODY 



THE TEACHERS. DEPARTMENT HEADS, 
OTHER CERTIFIED AND SON-CERTI- 
FIED STAKE, BUT. NOT THE PRINCIPAL 
WILL ANSWER ALL ITEMS AT THE 
OVERALL SCHOOL - PRINCIPAL LEVEL. 
MARK TO SHOW HOW VOU FEEL 
THINGS ARE AND HOW YOU FEEL 
THINGS SHOULD BE IN THE OVERALL 
SCHOOL: IHAT IS HOW THE PRINCI- 
PALS .STAFF AND OR THE PRINCIPAL 
PROVIDE LEADERSHIP IN THE SCHOOL.^ 

SAY: OVERALL SYSTEM FOR THE PRINCIPAL 
A/MOTHER CERTIFIED 

THE PRINCIPAir: ASSISTANT PRINCI- 
PAL(S). COUNSELORS AND LIBRARIAN 
ARE THE ONLY ONES WHO ARE TO 
ANSWER- THE ITEMS AT THE OVER- 
ALL SYSTEM-SUPERINTENDENT LEVEL. 
THEY ARE TO MARK TO SHOW HaW-- 
THINGS ARE AND HOW THIB^FEEL 
THINGS SHOULD BE .AT::rrHE SYSTE.M 
LEVEL. THAX^ISrjHOW THE PERSON 
AND HIS--STAFF" DIRECTLY ^VBOVE" 
THE-PRJNeTPAL PROVIDF.^LEAT)ERSHIP 
'T^OM'THE CENTRAL'dFFICE. 



IN ITEM 100 ON PAGE 2. IF YOU DO 
NOT HAVE ANY CLASSES IN rillS SUB- 
JECT AREA AT THIS TIME THINK 
ABOUT THE CLASSES YOU HAVE HAD 
IN THE RECENT PAST. VOU ARE TO 
MARK AS BEST YOU CAN IN -THE FIRST 
CPLUMN FOR THE. TEACHER YOU 
HAVE N.OW-^OR FOR THE TEACHER(S) 
, YOU'^HAVE HAD IN THE 
- SUBJECT AREA. 

SAY: OVERALL SCHOOL 

SAY: ANSWER ALL ITEMS AT THE OVER- 
ALL SCHOOL - PRINCIPAL LEVEL. 
MARK TO SHOW HOW YOU FEEL 
THINGS ARE AND HOW YOU FEEL 
- THINGS SHOUI-D BE IN THE OVERALL 
SCHOOL. THAT IS. HOW THE PRINCI- 
PAL AND HIS STAFF ACT AS THEY RUN 

; . THE SCHOOL. 

SAY: YOU ARE NOT TO MARK ANY ANSWERS 
IN THE THIRD (DARKLY SHADED) 
, COLUMN. 



SAY: YOU ARE TO MARK EACH STATEMENT FOR THE LEVEL THAT APPLIES TO YOU J^IKE^ 
THE EXAMPLE IN THE BOX BELOW. WHEN YOU ARE NOT SURE ABOUTA-ST-ATEMENT 
. FOR EITHER PART (IS OR SHOULD BE) THEN MARK YOUR ANSWERAS'-TDONT KNOW." 

SAY: READ THE STATEMENT SILENTLY WHILE I READ IT^ALOOD. 

SAY: STATEMENT ^ iL-— 

SAY: YOUR LEADERS PROVIDE CHANCES FOR^VOU TO WORK WITH YOUR.PEER^JNLFR]EN^^^ 
WAYS. " 
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SAY: S'OTICn THAT IN 1 HE EXAMPLE AT THE OVERALL SCHOOL - PRINCIPAL LEVEL IT 
IS MARKED TO SHOW 1 HAT LI-ADERS: THAT IS. THE PRINCIPALS STAFF AND OR THE 
5 PRINCIPAL PROVIDE CHANCES l OK YOU TO WORK WITH YOUR PEERS IN FRIENDLY 
WAYS "SOMETIMES.' BUT THEY SHOULD TRY TO PROVIDE CHANCES FOR THIS "VERY 
/ OI-TEN." ^ 

SAY: WHEN YOU MARK THE ITEMS ON THE OTHER PAGES BE SURE TO SHOW HOW YOU 
THINK IT IS AND HOW YOU THINK IT SHOULD HE FOR EACH ITEM. MARK I DONT 
KNOW IF YOU DO NOT KNOW HOW IT IS. AND MARK I DONT KNOW IF YOU DO NOT 
KNOW HOW IT SHOULD BE. ' 



STAFF 



STUDENTS 



SAY: 
SAY: 

SAY: 

SAY: 
■SAY: 

SAY^ 
SAY': 

/■" 

SAY: 
SAY: 



REMEMBER WHEN YOU SEE THE WORD 
LEADERS IT MEANS — 

YOUR DEPARTMENT HEAD .^T THE 
SUBJECT AREA OR DEPARTMENT 
LEVEL. . 

THE; PRINCIPAL'S S1AFF AND/OR THE 
PRINCIPAL^AT THE OVERALL SCHOOL 
LEV£L . ^ : 

FOR THE' OTHKR CERTIFIED AND THE* 
PRINCIPAL Ot^LY — 

THE PERSON AND HIS STAFF DIRECTLY 
ABOVE THE/PRINCIPAL AT THETOVER-" 
ALL SYSTEM - SUPERINTENDENT 

XE-UEL^-^ 'r. ^ 

REM EN1D£Kt^=ii==::^^^ "TZZI,— 



"TEACHERS WITH DEPARTMENT HEADS 
MARK THE FIRST COLUMN.' 

EVERYBODY BUT THE PRINCIPAL 
MARKS TH!:. MIDDLE COLUMN. 

THE PRINCIPAL AND OTHER CERTI- 
FIED 5TAFF MARK THE LAST COLUMN. 



SAY: REMEMBER WHEN YOU SEE THE WORD 
LEADERSAT MEANS: 

SAY: TEACHERS IN THE, 

.SUBJECT AT THE SUBJECT AREA LEVEL 

SAY: THE PRINCIPAL AND HIS STAFF AT THE 
PVERALL^CHOOL - PRINCIPAL LEVEL. 

SAY: BE SURE TO MARK FOUR OVALS. FOR 
EACH ITEM IN THE SURVEY— IS AND 
SHOULD BE FOR THE TEACHERS. AND 
JS AND SHOULD BE FOR THE PRINCI- 
PAL AND HIS STAFF. 

SAY: DO NOT MARK— -ANYTHlNGrrTN -THE 
• THIRD COLUMN. 

S AY: A LSO REMEMBEP. THAT YOUR PEERS. 

— rrrrARt^TYouR^ELLaw^^^ 



SAY: ARE THERE ANY QUESTIONS? _ 

SAY: WHEN YOVi ARE FINISHED TURN JN yOUJ^PENCILS-'A^ AND THEN_^^ 

SAY: TURN THE PAGfe AND BEGIN. J ^^.^^^ ^"t 

Do : Whca_.ihc^rcspw!tcx-ms J^bcgin answering the survey, write down the '^srie , ' , then add T5 

- — ■ mi:iiiios ' \. ■' 

Do : Walk iiruuncr ihc room-lo bc'Ccrlain .W^ is isnswcring bc-h the *'ls*' "and-**Shou!d Be-- parts- 

for each itcrn at the appropriute levels. Also be. rurc th:;'.' they are marking heavy and entsing compIeU'ly. 

Do : When the first ]5 minutes have c!apscd 

'SAY: ABOUT HALF THE TIME' HAS PASSED. YOU SHOULD .BE ABOUT AT ITEM 27 ON THE 
TOP OF PAGE (y. IF YOU ARE NOT YET THAT FAR ALONG. TRY TO GO A LITTLE FASTER. 

Do : VVhen another 15 minuTes^have passed or the allotted time is up .. . ~ — 

• ■ . ■ ■ —456 , 

145 ■ 



SAY: TliM!: IS UP. HI.EASE PASS IN YOUR BOOKLETS AND PENCILS. THERE LS NOJ^ENALTY 
FOR NOT COMPLETING THE SURVEY: 



Do : Take up pencils ami booklets. Pui ihe eompleled booklets back into the envelope. Keep the unused 
booklets separate. Turn these materials over to the person designated lo send the materials back^ for 
scoring. . ^ 
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Appendix e 

Factor Analyses 
Is. and Should Be Dimensions 
. All Levels 
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EKLC 



APPENDIX r.-l 
DIAGNOSTIC SURVEY gor LRADERSHIP TMPRQVEHKrfr 



ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX^yV; STUDENT RESPONSES TO 

THE DEPARTMENT LEVEf. 5 / "liS" DIMENSION: 1974-1975 



Item # 


Factor 1 


Factor 2 


Factor 3 


Factor 4 




IS 1 


. 21 


,. —^62 ^ 


*" 15 


- . 50 


■. 07 


IS 2 


• 77 


, — . 09 • 


27 


-•26 


• 18 


IS 3 


• 83 


. 25 


-!l2 '1 


— • 28 


• 13 


IS 4 


• 62 


— • 52 


-.15 "* 


— • 31 


-•16 


IS 5 


• 17 


_ Qn 
• 


♦ - .09 


- .■ 02 


-.02 


IS 6 


• 51 


70 


14 


-.06 


--29 


IS 7 


.85 


-.32 


-•17 


-.06 


• 01 


IS 8 


• .75 


— • 42 


— 21 


— .04 


-.24 


IS 9 


.47 


.'57 




- ^39 


' - ^18 


IS 10 


• 56 


— • 28 


— . 3^ 


— 01 


• 21 


IS 11 


• 


—• 55 


— •••*• 


— 19 


— • 24 


IS 12 


• 29 


— ^84 


• 01 


13 


— 12 


IS 13 


, 28 


-• 48 


_ AO 


— 09 


. 01 


IS .14 


.70 


-.32 


— . 28 


— • 12 


— 15 


IS 15 


• 47 


-•51 


— • 28 


— .37 


-. 5 


IS 16 


• 27 


20 


"•44 . 


— •61 


. —.01 


IS 17 


.45 


-.70 


— •29 


— •UD 


— 08 


IS 18 


• 16 


-•65 


— .30 


— •48 


— 21 


IS 19 


• 76 


- -^08 


'—•34^* 


— • 25 


— / 


IS .'20 


.59 


-•62 


-.25 


— . 13 • ■ " " 


01 ' 


IS 21 


• 82 


-.24 


— .36 


-.09 


— • 12 ' 


IS 22 


.46 


-.46 


— •60 


— . 22 


— • U3 


IS 23 


.45 


-•17 


— •58 


'-•28 




IS 24 


.79 


-. 31 


-.20 


— •07 


_ 1 A 


IS 25 




-•74 


— .23 


— . 07 


m, ^ A 


IS 26 


• 71 


-.20 


— •45 


— . 01 

"—'13 


^•03 


IS 27 


• 71 


■ -.35 


— •46 


IS 28 


• 39 


-.37 . 


— •44 * 


— .DJ 


06 


IS 29 


• 64 


—•45 


— .15 


— 24 


■ '—.00 


IS 30 


.22 


.04 


_ *7Q 


— - 21 


00 


IS 31 


• 45 


' •« 31 o 


* Eft 


— 59 


— .23 


IS 32 


.23 


-•49 


— • 59 ■ 


— 42 


— 07 


IS 33 


.64 


-•29 


-•51 


-•21 


• -.13 


IS 34 


,40 


-.46. 


-•41 


-.32 


-.32 


IS 35 


• 64 


— 35 


— •50 


-•12 


-.19 


IS 36 


• 62 


-.44 


— • JO 


— 29 


-.09 


IS 37 


• 27 


-.53 


— 44 


-.28 


-.12 


IS 38 


.50 


-•59 


. -•39. 


-.06 


.07 ' 


IS. 39 


• 31 


-•51 


-•54 


-.18 


-.04 


IS 40 


.44 


-•63 


-•34 . 


-.25 


-.17 


IS 41 


.50 


-.70 


.02. 


-.30 


--11 


IS 42 


.20 


-.74 


-.11 


-•24 


-.06 


IS 43 


• 69 


-•27 


-.36 


-.24 


-.09 


IS 44 


• 46 


-.60 


-•30 


-.12 


.25 


IS 45 


.20 


-.72 


-.35 


-.43 


-.02 


IS 46 


• 38 


-'. 70 


-•28 


-.29 


-.05 


IS 47 


.70 


-.42 - 


-•30 


-.30 


-.10 


IS 48 


• 69 


-.39 


-.16 


-•35 


-.04 


IS 49 


• 18 


-•77 


■ -^33 


-•28 


-.04 


IS 50 


• 08 


-•75 


-•26 


-•39' 


, .20 - 


IS 51 


.52 . 


- . 65 


-•22 


-•28 


-.04 


IS 52 


• 63 


-.55 


-•29 


-•16 


-.00' 


Eigenvalue: 32.80 


3^56 


2.29 


1.17 


l.CO 


Cumulative % of Eigenvalue: 










• 63 


• 70 


• 74 


• 77 


.79 



(1) Principal Component Analysis with Variriax Rotation. Factors were included 
upon the. basis of exhibiting an eigenvalue greater than or equal to 1.00. 



(2) The responses analyzed were the mean student responses within a school — 
each school being equally, weighted. Ninety-five schools wore included in 
, the sample, j ' ' . 

(3V Responses to the eight distinct department categories wore pooled. 



' Appiitjoix r:-2 . , 

DIACNOb-TlC SURVKY for LI lADIlKnUlP TMrnOVnHENT 

ROTATIiD KACTOH MATPIx |^'t STUDIiNT Itf SI»ONSES ^'^^ TO 
THE DEPARTMI2NT LEVEL* ' , "SHOULD BE" DIMENSION; 1974-1975 



Item' » Factor 1 Factor 2 ractor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Factor 7 Factor 8 



SB 1 


. 47 




.48 


,. 42 


.QO 


-.14 


.18 




.11 


-.11 


SB 2 


. 33 




. 04 


.11 


-.19 


-.80 


.07 


_ 


.06 


.06 


.SB— . 3— 


2Q... 








-.21 
-.14 


-.21 


•v .6^ 




.07 .' 


.03 


« 23 




23 


. 67 


-.07 


.38 


■ _ 


.02 


.15 


230 0 


. 10 




. 59 


. 44 


. 10 


.09 


.43 




.07 


.27 


SB 6 


.01 




. 39 


. 68 


-.03 


-.34 


,09 




.01 


.05 


SB 7 


.36 




. 09 


. 11 


-.41 


-.62 


- 23 




.09 


.22 


SB 8 


. 42 




.06 


. 55 


-.42 


-.23 


,13 




.05 


.15 


SB' 9 


.62 




. 26 


. 33 


- .19 


r.23 


.28 


_ 


.09 


.02 


SB 10 


.46 




.25 


.28 


-.16 


.09 


.29 




.48 


'.04 


SB 11 


.33 




.16 


\ . 62 


-.18 


.02 


.21 




.07- 


.11 


• SB 12 


.20 




. 22 


\ . 87 


-.03 


-.02 


-.02 




.01 


.03 


SB 13 


•47 




. 46 


\ .24 ■ 


-.16 


rlO 


' . . 02 . 


_ 


.46 


>.20 


SB J14 


.65 




.30 


• \ 24 


-.04 


-.29 


.04^ 


_ 


.18 


.22 


SB 15 


.47 




.40 


\ 13 


-.16 


-.29 « 


. .-0 9 


_ 


.19 


.52 


SB 16 


.34 




.09 


ioi 


-.12 


-.09 


/-.03 


_ 


.76 


\ .12 


en 1 "7 


.33 




. 53 


lii 


-.19 


.11 


-.00 




.01 


.01 


SB 18 


.13 




69 




- . 22 


. - .02'' 


02^ • 




.24 


.^34 


SB 19 


.76 




03 




-.21 


-''. 00 


. 08 


J 


.34 


-.03 


SB 20 


.27 




44 


. 40 


- . 26'''" 


"""vis.. 


.31 


_ 


.26 


.12 


SB 21 


.81 




05 


13 


-.li 


-.17 


.17 




. 24 . 


.11 


SB 22 


.71 




1 / 


/l5 


- . 37 


- .08 


.08 


_ 


.23 


.04 


SB 23 . 


.63 




,1 Q 


/_ Q3 


.- . 30 


-.20 


.03 




28 


.42 


SB 24 


.74 




11. 


/ 91 


-.24 


-.05 


«.05 




02 


.36 


*' SB / 25 


. .53 ^ 




48 


1 -ic 

/ 


. 18 


. 01 


.25 




02 


.27 


■ ' SB' 26 


.43 






01 \ i 


11 


-.49 


- .31 


' .05 




01 


.55 


SB .27 


.70 






08 ' 


. ID 


- . 47 ■ 


— .15 


.07 




18 


.08 


r SB 28 


.66 






32 [ . 
I K / 

J 3 / 




. 29 


-.32 


-.04 




08 ^ 


.01 


SB ;29 


.41 








- . 47 


— .03 


. 17 




15 


.35 


SB |30 








■IQ 1 

1 




- 29- 


- . 07 


.04 




51 


-.23 


SB 1 3 1 


.49/ 






35 '7 


04 


- .34 


-.20 


.28 * 




28 ' 


.14 


SB '32 


■ -.60/ 






1 


29 


— 23 


-.06 


.15 ■ 




21 


-.05 


SB 33 


.36/ ■ 


i 


A T 


23 


- . 47 


- . 14 


.10 




38 


. - .13 


SB '34 


.72 






. 25 


-.09 


.04 


.12 


_ 


32 


-.04 


-'SB 35 


.75 




46 . 


.14 


-.35 


-.14 


.10 




13 


.08 


' SB 36 


.19 


' J 


36 


-.01 


-.62 


-.17 


- .05 «■ 




30 


. 28 


SB 37 


.36 




57 


.19 


-.08 


-.13 


.07 






.06 


SB 38 


.13^^ 


L, 


24 ' 


-79 


-.26 


. -.03 ■ 


■-.07 




29 


-.08 


SB 39 




1 - 


32 


.08 


-.18 


-.22. 


-.18 




11 


.04 


SB 40 




t. 


55 


.17 


-.31 


.09 


.29^ 




25 


.■ .04- 


SB^41"^ 


.25 y 




76 


.09 


-.27 


.09 • 


' -.01 




19 


-.04 ■ 


Sb'^42 


-.02 . / 




65 


.17 


-.11 


-.19 


.52 




^03^ . 


J. 04. 


SB 43 


.54 / 




12 


.15 . 


- . 57 


--.11'. / 


.31 




02 ' . 


.06 


SB 44 


.35 / 




39 


.22 


-.58 


-.16 ) 


.28 




15 


.09 


SB 45 


.25/ 
.22' 






77 


.17 


-.24 


-.03 / 


.14 




01 


.00 


SB 46 






49 


.30 


-.59 


-.'20 


■ -.03' 




05 


.07 


SB 47 


.29 




05 


.52 


-.64 


-.13 / . 


■11 




21 


-.02 


SB 48 


.41 

/ss 






37 


.00 


-.65 


-.25 / 
.08 V 


-.12 




17 


-.01 


SB 49 






52 


.16 


.28 


.10 




11 


-.03 


SB 50 


/.OS 




79 <f 


.18 \ 


r' -.12 


-027 


-.06 




10 


.08 


SB 51 


/.15 




48 


.11' 


-.64 


-.10/ , 


.17 




23 


.07 


SB 52 


/ .-42 




35 


.21 \' 


-.66 




■ 12 




10 


,02 



Eigen- /25.83 4.20 2.67 2.18 ^'^l 1.25 1.18 -1.04 

value 1 ' j i '. 

Cumulative %' of Eigenvalue?,-; . i ' • 

/ .50 ' .58> ' .63 ■ :67 - - -.TJO „ _ .72 ' .75 .77 



(1) Principal Component/Analysis with Varimax Rotation. Factors were included upon the basis 
'o of exhibiting an eigenvalue greater than or equal^^o 1>00.^ " .. ■ ; 

(2) .The responses analyzed were t^e mean student responses within a school — each school being 
^ equally weighted'! Ninety-five schoc^ls were included-.in the sample. 

- ^ -. ■■ • ■ ' • \ I " ■ 

(3) -Responses to the eiqht distinct department categories were pooled. . 



^ APPllNUIX K-3 

DiAnNoWic s UKvr:Y for lkaokht.iiip impkovemknt 

ROTATED FACTOk'^MATHlX i TKACUKK RUnPONSCS TO 
, (3) 



THE DEPARTMKMT LEVEL ^ 



•'IS** DIMENSION; 1974-1975 



Item m 



IS 1 
IS ? 

IS /3 

IS /4 
IS / 5 
is/ 6 

: IS 7 

IS 8 
IS 9 

IS 10 

IS 11 

. IS 12 

IS 13 

IS 14 

IS 15 

IS 16 

IS 17 

IS 18 

IS 19 

IS 20 
ISC 21 

IS 22 

IS 23 

IS 24 

IS 25 

IS 26 
-IS-27_ 

IS 28 

IS 29 

■ IS "30 

IS 31 

IS 32 

IS 33 

IS 34 

^IS 35 

IS 36 

IS 37 

IS 38 

IS 39 

IS 40 

IS 41 

IS 42 

IS 43 

IS 44 

IS 45 

IS 46 

IS 47 

IS 48 

IS 49 

IS 50 

IS 51 

IS 52 



Factor 1 


Factor 2 


\ 

\ Factor 3 


Factor 4 


Factor 5 


Factor 6 


Factor 


.32 .. 


.41 


. ^.10 


-.57 


' .27 


.17 


■ -.04 


.09 


.87 


-.11 


-.22 


.06 


.07 


.06 


:66 V 


.24 


-.01 


' -.17 


.25 


.41 


.33 


.55 


.57 


.00 


-.23 


.09 


.05 


.38 


.23 


.80 


-.07 


.00 


.17 


.25 


.03 


,40 


.23 


-.59 


-.25 


.12 


.05 


.35, 


.41 


.44 


-.17 


-.41 


.51 


.17 


.18 


.20- 


,61 


\-.34 • 


-.33 


.36 


.23 


.13 


.59 


.26 


\-.30 


V -.38 


.34 


.28 


.03 


.29 • 


.32 


V06 


, -.21 


.39 


.15 


.68 


.61 


.07 


-.00 


-.59 


.38 


.01 


.05 


.42'* 


.35 


-.>39 


-.39 


.43 


.16 


-.19 


.62 


.38 


-.29- .\ 


-.33 


.17 


.31 


-.11 


.64 


.46 . 


-.22 


-.29 <- 


.03 


.20 


-.0.8 


.51 


.40 


-.31 


-.SX 


-.00 


.36 


.09 


.15 


.23 


-.14* 


-.03 / 


.12 


.79 


.05 


.11 


.67 


-.46 


-.^54 / 


.30 . 


.19 


-.11 


.42 


. .31 


-.17 


.21 


.43 


.01 


,43 


.14 


-.32 


-.10 / 


.64 


.27 


.17 


.49 , 


.42 


-.30 


-.50/ 


.21 


.26 


-.00 


.42 


.35 


-,25 


-.30/ 


.52 


.42 


.10. 


,41 


.24 


-.43 


-.26 


.44 


.42 


.19 


.24 


.04 


" -.36 


-.79 


— .17 


-.10 


.21 


.31 


-.22 


-.26 


-./13 


.65 


-.02 


.25 


.33 


.39 


-.66 


-/35 


.12 


.13 


.09 


,49 


.37 


-.40 




.00 


.23 


-.04 


.50 


.41'^ 


, -.23 


1.27 

/-.18 . 


.46 


.33 


.08 


.23~^~~- 


.22 " 

--^.,.45 


--.56 
-.20 <• 


-.04 
.46 


= .38 
.27 


.15 
..39 


T25s^ 
, 22 *> 


Tio-^/ 

,83 


-.54 

-,id 


A -.44 
A. 01 


.1'5 
-.14 


. .42 
.06 


.04 
.16 


.59 


.08 


-.42 


-\l6 ' 


.21 


.44 


.02 


.62- . 


■ .0^ 


-.50 


-.23 


.11-. 


.36 


.13 


.73 


'.s-.Od 


-.23 


-.35 


■ .33 \ 


.04 


.14 


.76 


. UD 


— 'i 33 


- 36 


. 24 


. 12 


.10 


.51 


-.11 


^-159 ' 


-.11 


-.33* 


.15. 


.05 


.63 


.32 


-.31 


-.15 \ 


.11 


.50 


-.01 


.63 


.,21 


-.46 


-.11. \ 


.27 


.41 


,06 


,31 


.18 


-.34 


-23 \ 


.75 


.15, 


.06 


. .67 


.23 


-.28 


.01 


^ .26 


.46" 


.24 




.26 


-.27 


-.26 


^ .29 


-.01 


■ .11 


.06 \ 


^-....12 


- , 87 


-.10 


.17\ 


.02 


-.04 


.32 \ 


.04'""* 


%*60 


-.07 


.22 \ 


.31 


.10 


,29 \ 


.35 


.01 


.29 \ 


.07 


-.06 


.82. ' 


.17 


-.17^ 


-.20 


.09 . 


.28 , 


.21 


.73 


X, .33 


-.25 


-.22 


.25 


.20 


-.13 


.65 


"724 


-.36 - 


-.39 


.21 


.13 


.16 


.65 


.41 


-.13 ( 


-.16 


.27 


, . .33 


' II6 


.07 


.28 


-,31 \ 


-.20 


.26 


' .26^ . 


-.07 


.72 


.45 


-.10 \ 


.-.14— 


.25 


-.15' 


.^10 


.62 


,09 


-.50 


^ -.08 


.50 


-.03 


-.02 


.82 


.21 


-.23 




.24' 


.13 ■ 


.2JL' 


31.98 


3.36 


2.37 


\.9S 


1.82 


f- 

1.34 ' 


1.03.. 



Eigen- 
value: 

Cumulative % of Eigenvalue: 
. 62 . . 68.. 



.73 



.80 



.82 



.84 



(1) Principal Component Analysis with- Varimax Rotation. Factors vere 'included upon the 
basis of exhibiting an ei<Jfcnvalue greater .than^r equal to 1.00. 

(2) The responses analyzed were the mean teacher roj:pons?s--with^in a. school — each school 
boinq equally wci»jhLod. Ninety- five school!;, wero incluflod iV^thc sample. 

V ■ ■ ■ , 

~~fTh-RosGonscs t» the. eight distinct department categories .were pooled. 
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J2) 



ROTATKD FAtnOn MATRIX'*' I TIlACHER liTSPONSllS TO , 
THE P1:PARTMENT LEVEL^'*^ "SHOULD hi:" DIMliHSlON; 197.1-1975 



# * Factor 1 Factor 2^ Factor 3' 



FACtor 4 




Factor 6 


Factor 7 


Factor 8 


_ Q5 


.75 


-.•30 


-.09 


.13 


— i 13 


.22 


-.17 


-.70 


.10 


^ . 11 




24 


-.34 


.25 


" . 76 


' 06 


- . 29 


-.14 


.13 


-.4.3 


.'20 


-.13 


-.03 


.01 


.— .49 


— .17 


-.40 


-.29 


-.33 




.05 


-.19- 


-.58 . . 


. .11 


' . 27 


. 11 


-.11 


-.35 


-.01 


— .29 


.46 ' 


— 77 


— .16 


.04 


— .01 


— 26 


- 37 


-.58 


-.05 


" . 08 


.01 


'-'.63 


-.65 


-.12 


. 02 - 


. 03 ' 


-■"17 


-.27 


.02 


— , 16 


. 1 Q 

. lo 


- .68 


-.31 


.14 


.18 ' 


* 11 


• — . 82 


- . 17 


.08 


-;40 


2 0 


' - 37 


-.25 " 


.01 


-.30 


.16 


— • J3 




.69 


-.07 


.15 


— .45 


-.29 


.38 


-.18 


< . 06 


— 62 


-.37 


.20 


• 12 


• 01 


-.41 


-.14 


.14 


- . 45 


. 01 


. - . 52 , 


-.10 


-.05 


^-.13 




- - .80 


-.17 


.12 


• -^1 


— 06 


-•36 


-.19 


.08 


— .05 


16 


-.45 


-.36 


.02 


.05 


10 


- . 53 


.08 


.23 


— . 26 


• 18 ' 


-.74 


-.24 


-.12 


— . 21 


- 18 


- 24 


-.32 


.08 


-.14 


..uo 


V'fil 


-.14 . 


.01 


— , 26 


. 1 J 


/— . 06 


-.23^ 


-.16 


-.10 


— .05 


' -•54* ■ 


• -.18 


.17 


-.03 


' * 01 


-.22 


.10 


.02 


— •32 


1A ' 
. ^4 


- . 17c 


-.27 


-.27 


■ .21 


' 29 


- - .41 


.08 


.41 


- . 16 p 


— • 1^ 


— • 13 


-.18 \ 


.21 


.08 


f _ ■ 1 U 

' — • l*i 


- . 30 * 


-.27 . 


• 08 


-.08 _ 


-.06 


-1 22 


-.01 


.04 


V .09 


• lU ^ 


- 15 


.11 


.13 


-.33 


--12 


.04 ^ 


.11 


^^^.08|^ 


-.12 


-.18 


.07- 


. .08 


-.12 


■ .05 


7.81 


- 


-•01 * 


.09 


• 07 


-.19 


-.01 


-.02' . 


-.22 


• 17 


-.67 


-.12 


: ^.3o_ 


»^ .09 


.43 


.09 ' 


.oe .08 


.09 


-.19 


. --.12 


-.oc 


.03- . 


-.07 


.37 


-.58 


-.14 


.35 


.01 


■ -.24 \ 


-.06 ' ^" 


, -.08 


.18 ^> 


.13 


.35 


-.32 


-.06 


. .03 


-.27 


■ -.06 


-.42 


-.05 


.04 


-.07 


.06 ■ 


-.63 


-.04 


.01 


v21 


-33 - 


-.11 


.15 


-.21 


.06 


-14 


-.15 „ 


-.08 


.10 


.05 


.18 


\ -.14 


-.03 


-.25 


-.46 


-.24 


-.52 


. .02 


.21 



.16 

.22 

.10 

.01 

.15 
-.00 

.49 

.71 

.23 

.42 

.01 

.68 

.49 

.17 

.57 . 

,09 ' 

.49 

.42 

.61 . 

.61 
: .22 

.49 

-.is 

.21 
.20 
.23 . 
.01 
.P4 • 
•. 58 

\l3 
.5? 
.54 
.31 
.53 
.07 

-.02 
.42 

. .52 
.13 
.10' 
.37 

' . 51 

.08 
.•71 
.57 
.77 
.59 
.63 
.86 
.65 
" .09 



.19 

.05 

.21 

.26 

.72 

.31 

.38 

.35 

.12 

.10 

.13 • 

.44 

.05 

.11 

,32 

.11 

,12 

.19 

.24 

.01 

.17 

,04 

,23 - 

.08 

.14 

.72 

:21 

.81 

.32 

.84 

.25 

.22 

.72 

.19 

.01 

.15 

.73b 

.73' 

.26 

.88 

.01 

.48 

.77 

.19 

.52, 

.38 

.12 

.13 

.51 

.25. 

.57^ 

.37 



.04 
-.26 
-.52 
-.02-^ 

.01 
-.17 

.11 
-.13 
-.23 

.12 
-.10 
-.01 
-.16 
-.11 
-.12 
-.12 
-.23 
-.15 
-:45 
-.15 
-.29 
-.53 
-.63 
-.56 
-.26 
-.13 
-.62 
-.22 
-.i3 
-.17-- 
-.15 
-.21 
-:i2 
-.63 
-.91 
-.88 
-.05 ^ 

-:oi 

-.22 
T..03* 
-.26 
...04 
.04 
. -.22 
• .05 
-.02 
-.05 
-.16 
.-.02 
-.05"' 
-.01 
-•26 . 



Eioen.: 22.78 ..^^ 3.^^ • " 2,12 l.M ^ 1.48, 1.05 

valuu:, • - . y ' . . ■■ • \ . .1 • 

Cumulative % of Eigenvalue: . , ,j ^ m 

.44 .57 . .63 , .69 ; .73^ .76 .79 ^ -^81 

(1) Principal Componcht Analysis with Varimax Rotation. Factors Hcre-ir)cluded upon the is 
of exhibiting an eigenvalue greater than or equal to 1.00. • \ 

(2) Thc.rcsponsos. analvzed were the .mean teacher rcsponseis within a school— each school beinq^ 
.equally wciqhted. ' Nincty-fivo schools were inclutlod in the sample^ 

(3> itosponsos to the eight distinct, department categories were pooled. 



' ' . ; 

^ APPENDIX E-5 , 
DTACNOSTrC SUKVLY for LKAUI'RSH I P IMPHCW l IMHNT 

ROTATED FACTOR MATKIX^^^: .s;TUni-NT RflSrONSE.^ COMBINED 
WITH TKAC'Hp Ki:SPONSi:S • TO THE DEPARTMENT 
LKVEL^**., "IS" DIMENSION; 1974-1975 



" I tern # 



Factor 1 



Factor 2 



Factor 3 











IS 1 


« 64 


- 


.13 . , 


. 65 


IS *2 


1 Q 
. i? 


- 


.27' 


B4 


IS 3 ^ 


« 72 




:20 




IS 4 


. oOf 


_ 


.■23 ' 


. /u 


IS 5 


.23 




.39 


■JO 

_ . /y 


IS 6 ' 


.01 


_ 




no 


IS 7 


. 62 




.37 


CO ' 


IS 6 


. 50 




.42 


CC 

. bd 


IS 9' 


. 74 


_ 


.29 


. 3D 


IS 10 


. 67 




.16 . 


. 57 


IS ■ 11 


. 7B 


_ 


.23. s 


.'4B 


IS 12 


• 3B 


_ 


. 69 ■ 


.40 


IS 13 


• 62 




.39 


. 55 


IS 14 






.27 


.64' 


IS 15 


.65 


_ 


.31 


.62 • * 


'IS 16 


.73 




01 ■ 


. bi 


IS 17 


. 54 




30 


. 70 


IS IB ' 


. 67 




27 


. 3? 


IS*''19 


.76 




3D 


-■■ .-43 ' 


IS 20 


. 59 


- 


44 


. 57 


. IS 21 


.71 


_ 


33 ' 


• PD 


IS 22 


.73 


_ 


36 


.51 . ^ 


IS 23 


' . 7B ' 




15 


. 47 


IS 24 


.77 


_ 


3B 


IB ^ 


IS 25 


.55 




52 


• 54 


IS 26<* 


. 71 .. 




23 


. 60 


' IS 27 


.67 




35- 


. 5B 


IS 2B 


" .6B 




35 


. . 49 


IS 29^ 


.57 




26 


. 62 '■■ 


IS 30 


.76 




22 


" .41 


IS 31 


. 51 




09 


• 7B 


.'IS 32 


.78 




19 


.52 


IS 33 


.78 




29 


.47 ^ 


IS 34 ' 


.77 




40 


-.32 


IS 35 


Qn 

. DU 




34 


, ;41 


IS 36 


.77 




52 . 


.22 


IS ^7 


.59 • 




43 


.49 


IS 3B 


-.72 




39 


.49 


IS 39 


.62 




52 


.30 ' 


' IS 4D 


.73 




2B ' 


.55 


IS 41 


".6B 




39 


■V51 


IS 42 


' .32 




VO 


' MB ' 


IS 43 


.70 




4 1 


. .34 


IS 44 . ' 


.65 




27 


' .56 


IS 45 


.72 




29 ' 


.53" 


IS 4^ 


.61 




47 


.51 


IS' 41? 


.73 




36 


.50 * 


IS 4^ 


.66 . 




3J. 


.60 


' IS 49. 


.64 




44 - ■ 


.49 


- " IS 50 


.62 




26 




IS 51 
IS 52 


.67 




-53 


: ^2B 


.71' - ■ 




37 " ■ 


" .47 • 

>• ^ 


Eigenvalue: 


. 41.30 


■' 1. 


93 * 


l.i2B 



/ 



Cximulativc % of Eigcnvailue: 
I .79 <^ 



.83 



(1) Principal Compbncnt^Analysis with Varimax Rotation. Factors were included tipon 
the basis of cxliibiting an eigenvalue greater than or equal to 1.00. 

(2) The responses analyzed were the moan^^tucient responses .(students responding to 
their teachers) combined w^th themean teachers responses (teachers responding 
to their detvartment hc;^ds) within a school--each school being equally weighted. 
Ninety-fivo schools wore includccl in .the cample*. ' ' 

(?? Rcsponces to the eiqht distinct dopjrumeht categories were pooled. 



\ APPKNOIX E-6 

DIAHNQ STrC SUHVKY Cor LEADKH SHTP I'MJ'KOVEMKNT ' 



(1) ' 

ROTATKD 'FACTOR MATRIX^ : STtinKNT RESPONSES COKBINEO 
WITH TEACJIEH RESPOMJIiS TP THi: b^PAR'^•^u:NT 

LEVEL^ , "SHOULD BE'! DIMI-.NGION; 1074-1975 



Item M 


Factor 1 


Fnctor .2 


Factor 3 


Factor 4 


Factor S 


SB 1 


. 72 






- 


.25 


* - 


.32 


-.01 


SB. 2 


. 59 




.-.25 


- 


.35 


- 


.16 


.. , .22 


SB o3 


• .64 




-.20 


- 


.41 


- 


.35 


.15 * 


SB 4 


. 57 




-.34 


- 


.19 


- 


.42 


.41 


SB 5 


.49 




-.51 


- 


.12 


- 


.47 


.19 


SB 6 


.23 




■-. 14 


- 


.21 




.17 


.84 


SB 7 


. 51 




-.'55 


- 


.26 


- 


•no ■ 


.24 • 


SB 8 


. 37 




-.63 




.33 


- 


.08 


.34 


SB ^9 


. 62 




-.35 


- 


.51 


.- 


.25 


.22 


SB 10 


.65 J 




-.46* 


- 


.30 


- 


.25 


c .15 


11 


. •^69 ^• 




-.28 


- 


.34 


- 


.30 


.30 


sa 12 


.43 




-.65 


- 


.20 


- 


.13 


.35 


SB 13 


. 62 




-.41 


- 


.50 . 


- 


.03 


.28 


SB 14 


. 65 




-.34 


- 


.48 


- 


.26 


.11 


SB 15 


. 59 




-.51 


- 


.37 


- 


.34 


.16 


SB 16.. • 


.67 




-.35 


- 


.30 


- 


.50 


.02 


SB 17 


/ .63 




-.47 / ,■ 


- 


.39 


- 


.19 


.22 / 


SB 18 


.,74 




-.36 


- 


.3.9 


- 


.09 


'.IS 


SB 19 


.38 




-.54 


- 


.64 „ 




.10 


.05 


SB 20 


' . 58 




-.47 


- 


.40 


- 


.03 


.32 


SB 21 


. 53 




--.28 


- 


.^4 


- 


.17 


.27 


SB 22 


.35 




-.40. 


- 


.71 


-, 


.04 


.11 


SB 23 


. 54 




-.26 


" - 


.56 


- 


.48 


.09 


SB 24 


'It ^"V 

. 53 V 




-.23 


- 


.80 


- 


.06 


.07 


SB 25 




•^.30 


- 


.55 


- 


.11 ' 


.33 


SB 26 


. 42 V 


! 


-.49 


- 


.38 


- 


.48 /' 


.26 


SB 27 


. 40 




, -.22 


- 


.73 


. - 


.32 


.22 


SB 28 


.19 




' -.48 


- 


.37 




.54 


.33 


SB 29 


.49 




-.56 


- 


.46 


-. 


.19 


.25 


SB 30 


. .29 




-.57 


- 


.37 




.55 


.11 


SB 31 


,51 




-.55 


- 


.38 . 


— 


.23 


.21 


SB 32 


^60 




— . 51 




. 39 




.38 


.03 


SB 33 


•41 




-.57 




.33 ■ 


- 


.49 


.23 


SB 34 


.40 „ 




-.47 


— 


. 64 






.16 


SB 35 


35 / 




-.19 


— 


.74 


- 


.37 


.10 


SB 36 


, .15. 




-.14 




.73 




.41 


.11 


SB 37 . 


.33 




-.64 




.26 




.51 


.18 


- SB 38 


.32 




-.67 




.18 




.42 


.29 : 


SB 39 


.47 




-.32 




.58 




.31 


.17 


SB 40 


.41 




-.56. ' 




732 


/ 


.57 


.10 


SB 41 


.6A 




-.39 




.45 


.21 


.17 


SB 42 


.11 




-.76 




.11 




.18 


■ . -06 


SB 43 


-* .34 




-.64 




.31 . 




.45 


.14 


SB 44 


.59 ■ 




-.36 




;42 




.39 ■ 


.15 


SB 45 


.36 




'-.76 




.21 




.23 


.18 


SB 4C , 


.49 




-.64 




.33 




.28 


.07 


■ SB 47 


.51 




-.58^ 




.39 




.12 


.25 , 


SB 40 


.56 




-.52: 




.48 




.23 . 


.08 


SB 49 


.32 




-.77 




.34 




.27 


-.09 


SB 50 


.43 








.27/ 




.04 


.07. 


SB six 


.17 X 






.30 / 




.16 


.07 


SB 52) 


.40 






.49 




.39 


.37 


Eigenvalue 


37.11 . 




2.42 

. 0 


1 


.37 


1 


.27 <i 


1.07 


Cumulative, * of Eigenvalue: 
• ^71 . / 










.81 


.83 


..76 ; 




.79 





(1) Principal Component Analysis with Var'imax Rotation. Factors were included ^ 
upon the basis of exhibiting an eigenvalue^ greatet than or equal to 1.00. 

(2) The responses analyzed were the. mean student responses (students responding 
to^thoir teachers) combined with the mean teachers responses (teachers- res- 
ponding CO their department heads) within a school— each school being equally 
weiqht'd. Ninety- five schools were included in the sarople.'"'. 

^ cf ♦ I . ' 

(3) Responses to the oiijht' di!3t.irict'departmi.iit categories were pooled. 

■ ■ ; . \ ' X * ' : ' / J ' ■ / 

\ ^ ' 153 - . ■ ' 
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APPKNOIX E-7 
DIACN05TIC .SUHVnY for LKADI-fcStlTP TMPROVEWNT 



ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX^^^ : STUOEJfT RESPONS^ 
-r"---oVEIU\Iir-SaiOOL TRINCIPAL'ii'W^ DIMENSION; 1974-1975 



Item If 


Factor 1 ' 


Factor 2 


Factor 3 


Factor 4 


IS 1 


.59 


.46 


.09 


.51 


IS 2 


.35 


,..80 


.26 


-.04 


; IS 3 


.24 


- .81 


.38 


.16 


IS 4 


.63 


.43 


.17 


.55 


TS 5 


.40 


.75 


-.02 


' .35 


IS 6 


.33 


.64 


.12 


.55 


IS 7 


.73 


.41 


.33 


.30 


IS 8 


. 52 


.63 


.37 


.28 


IS 9 


.26 


.77 


,30 


.40 


Tc 1 n 


. 63 


.43 ' 


.48 


.16 - 


TC 1 1 

lb ix 


. 58 


.46 


.45 


. .30 


IS ' 12 


.75 


.40 


.13 


.32 


TC 1 ^ 
lb IJ 


.41 


.22 


.18 


,68 


TC 1 A 

lb X4 


. 29 


.42 


.31..' 


.70 


IS 15 


.42 


.48 


. - .34 


.57 


is 16 


58 


.14 


.37 


. 62 


re 1 *7 
lb X / 




.35 


.18 


.A2 


IS 18 


. 55 


.33 


.15 


.67 „ 


IS 19 


.48 


.44 


. 47 


.48 


IS 20 


. 51 ' 


. .62 




' .41 


IS 21 


.43 


.46 


... .3S 


.61.- ' 


IS 22 


.63 


.50 


- " .44 


. :29 


TC ^1 

lb ^ J 


.46 - 


.24 


. 56 . 


.57.^'-'' 


IS 24 


. 22 


.72 


.42 


,-^^38 


IS 25 


. 20 


.81:- 


.17 


yO .Z^ 


IS 26 


. 53 


--.35 -■■ 


.52 


.42 


TC 

lb .£ / 


.46 


.50 ■ 


- .44^,..---':^''" 


.49 


IS 28 


.52 - 


.49 


.44'- ' 


.32 


IS 29 


.49 


.47 


..>'J>-;30 


.49 


IS 30 


.12 


.34 


3.:^^ .76 


* ' .11 


IS 31 


■ .50 


.47,,.:.: 


.33 




IS 32 


'.71 




.31 


...-<47 


IS 33 


.60 


j.'-;i9 


.41 


.59 


IS 34 


. 59 


. .47 


.40 


■ - 


IS 35. 


.68 . ' 


.27 


r37' 




IS 36 


.69 


' .34 


^ , 2^3 


.43, 


IS 37 


.87 


.22 


\ .26 


.-11 


is 38 


.75 


, .26 . 
.51 > 


' -.30 


.41 


IS 39 


.56 


.20 


,38 


IS. 40 


.68 


.33 


.31 3 " 


.51,^ 


IS 41 


.69 


.37 


114 ' 


, .52 


IS 42 


.65 


.40 '■ 


„-.:•'■■ ,.-:02 


-47 


IS 43 


.74' 


.28 


.40 


.36 


IS 44 


.68 


.30 ... ■ 


.16 


.55 


IS 45 


.66 


^40' 


.21 


.52 


IS 46 


.57 


.61 


.28 


. .23 . 


IS 47 




.55 


.40 


.40 


-IS 48 




.40 


.25 


■ .40 


IS 49 


.56 


.54 


.1? 


.42 


IS 50 


.65 


.34 


- .02 




IS 51 


.70 


.34 


. .17- 


-52-" 


IS 52 


.67 


.43 . ' . 


.25-'"'. 


".'44 


Eiacn value: 


40.29 


2.36 <<^-''^ 1^.32"' ■ 


1.12 


Ciomulativo % of Eigenvalue: 






^ .87 




.77 


..62^^' 





(1) Principal Component Analysifi-wiTh^Vaflmax Rotation. 'Factors were included 
upon the basis or exhibiring an'^eiqenvaljuo greater^than .^^^^ to 1.00. 

(2) The respbiises anhlyzed were the moaTTstudent responses within a school— ' 
eacJf school bein4 equally weighted'.' That is, .the school was the.unit of 
analysis. Ninety-five-schools were included in the isample. ' 



APPlvNir.X K-Q 
DIAGNOSTIC SMiaTY for i.KADKHSUlP 'lWPROVt;:>li:NT 



,(2) 



ROTATED FACrOR MATRIX : STUDKMT RESPONSKS'"' TO THE 
"'OVERALL SCHOOL PRUKTIPAL LEVEL, "SHOULD DK" DIML'NSION? 1974-1975 



Item * Factor, l ' Factor 2 



Factor 3 ' 


Factor 4 


Factor 5 


Fiictor 6 


Factor 7 


..^.11 


.50 


-.26-.,^ 


-.20 


-.10 


.15 


.11 


-.77 


/^'^vQ2 




-.09 


.10 


-.85 ^ 


-.12 


-.05 


.18 ; 


.32 


-.33 


-.02 


-.08 


.07 ' 


.18 


-.13 


-.47 


-.53 




.80 


-.14 


-.06 


-.12 


.44 


.26 


-.12 


• -.03 


-.18 


.40 


.20 


. -.20 


-.01 


-.64 


.09 


.09 


-.72 


.13 


-.10 


.18 


.39 


-.16 


.06 


-.66 


.26 


.68 


-.14 


w04 


-.33 


,^.P6-- 


.40 


-.02 


.02 


-.67 


- ■;:l6..-■ 


.26 


•r.19 


.05 


-.13 


- .'25 


.11 


-.18 


.17 


-.09 


.59 


.23 


-.28 


-.14 


-.06 


• 42 


-.03 
.17 


-.13 


-.10 


. -.08 


.09 


-.12/ 


.01 


-.13 


.2^ 




-.22 


-.10 


'--.10 y 


.49 


■ -.04 


-.03 


-.15 


-.05 / 


-.01 


.23 


-.02 


.'03 


- . 20 ; 


.48 


.'08 


-.18 ■ 


.10 


-.18 / 


.39 


ill. 


-COS 


. 0'4 


- . 18 / 


.67 


/.08' 


- -.11 


.12 


-.11' 


.47 


. /.oi 


-.06 


.11 


-. 10 


.23 


/.14 


■ r.27 


-.26 


-.03 


.76 


■■/ 


-.12 


-.05.-^^ 


-.10 


.51 


/ .09 


-.19 


-.14 . ■' 


-.06 


.37 


./■■.12 


-.16 


-.25 




.28 ' 


/ .17 


-.16\ 


-.13 


-.00 


.15 


/ . ■ 


-.ID 


-.45 


-.03 


• 30 


/ .06 


-.25^ 


-.21 


-.04 


.14 


.22 


-.15 


-.21 . 


-.12 


.18 


.14 


-.13 


. 14 


- 21 i 


.03 


' .14 


-.25 


.01 






.02 


-.18v 


■ -.03 




.27 


.08 • 


-.14 


-.13 


/-.08/ 


.11 


.25 


..04 


.17 


. / - .o9r 


.01 


.73. 


-.04 


.06 .. . 


/ -.29, 


'■ -:39-- 


— -08 — 


-.02 


.04 


/ -a)9 


.12 


.18 


-.15 


-.06 


/ -.07 


-.11 


.10 


.02 


.17 


/ -.06 


-.07 


.12 


-.D5 


-.13 


.03' 


.16 ' 


.04 


-.07 


.28 


-.11 . 




.16 


-.12 


'■ .38 - '■'/ 


-.10 




.13 


-.21 


.■.07 / 


.rill 


11 


.54 


-.06 . 


-.40. / 


-.02 




• • -.09 : 


-.02 


-.13 / 


-.14 




.18 


-.20 


.;..03 / 


.09 


.08 \ 


o -.10 


-.P5 


-.28 / 


-.45 


. '-.11. '.\ 


.14 , ■ 


. .01 


-.03 / 


-.17 


. .20 


.02 


-.07 


-.09/ 


-.12 


-.01 




- . 16 


.09/ 


-.13 


2:41. ■ 


- V '2.23 


1.66 


1.39,' 


1.14 



.' Factor 



f .06 
.19. 

' '^.05 
.69 
.45 - 
.20 
.19 
.05 
.32 
.P 

,^.03' 
.11 
.29^ 

.10 
' .42 
.69 
.72 
.10 
.38 
.64 
.40 
.75 
.81 
.27 
.,71 
.178 
•78. 

J25 

.'80 
J35 
'J 60 
J56 
»61 
i70 
!59 
126 
I75 
175 
182 
191 
174 
l76 

:^83 

. 'r48 
1 56 
i56 
.71 
i72 
;87 
.77 



/.61 

/ .10 
.21 
.13 
.08 
.21 
.53 
.29 
.27 
.15 
.23 
.39 

^..83-" 
.75 
.36 
.79 
.39 
.26 
.07 
.74 
.56 
-.42 
.49 
.13 
.07 
.29 
.16 
-.07 
.19 
.69 
.11 
.69 
.61 
.58 
^42 
.35 
.59 

' .32 
.18 
.46 
.39 
-.04 
.38 

,v .11 
.27 
.33 
.58 
. .48 
.27 
.51 
.17 
:26 



/ 



.17 / 
-.13 • 

.17/ 

.17 

.06 

.00 

.10 
".^0 

i09 
-'.23. 

; . 39 

/ .28 
.01 
.00 
/ -.03 
.02 . 
.66 
. -.01 
.23 
.39 
.15 
.15 
-.02 
.22 
.19 
-.04 
.15 
.10 
- — ^..06 

./ .07 
.15 
-.05 
.11 
.08 
.09 
-.11 
.00 / 

.06 

.04 

.04 . 

.06 

.16 

.00 
-.04 

.06 

.14 
-.05 
-.08 
-.05 
-.03 



Eigen- 27.36 .5.03 

value: 1 
Cumulative. *; of Eigenvalue: 
.53 - ■ .62 .. 

(1) Principoi Component Analysis 
of exhibiting an eigenvalue 

(2) The responses annlyaed were 
^ equally w'piqhted. ^That is, 

were included in the sample 



.77 ' 

/ 



.79 



1.09 



.81 



.67 \ .71 .74 

with Varimabt Rotation. Factors were included upon the basis 
greater thamor equal to l.OD. \ 

the moan studbnt responses within a? school— each school being 
the school wai the unit of analysis'. Uinoty-£iv;i schools 



A 



APPENDIX E-9 
DIAGNOSTIC SURVEY for LEAPrRSHIP IMPROVEMENT 



,(2) 



ROTATED FACTOR MJS^TRIX'" : NOH-STUDENT RESPONSES TO 
OVERALL SCHOOL PRINCIPAL LEVEL, "IS" DIMENSION; 1974-1975 



Item # 


Factor 1 


Factor 2 


Factor 3 










IS 1 


.32 


.39 


.73 


IS 2 


.45 


.69 


.35 


IS 3 


.61 


.54 


.36 


IS 4 


.41 


.40 


.74 


IS 5 


.39 


.37 


.75 


IS 6 


.62 


.42 


.49 


IS 7 


.67 


• .49 


.34 


IS 8 ' 


.74 


.37 ■ 


.39 


IS 9 


.63 


.28 


.62 


IS 10 


.70 


.51 


.38 


IS 11 


.68 


.34 


.49 


IS 12 


.63 . 


.36 


.49 


IS 13 


.53 


.42 


.46 


IS 1*4 


.57 


.45 


.43 


XS 15 


.66 


.20 


.64 


lis 16 


.35 


.20 


.58 


i£ 17 


.41 


.47 


.70 


IS 18 


.57 


.29 


.63 


IS 19 


.79 


.38 


.33 


IS* 20 


.67 


.52 


.39 


IS 21 


.76 


.41 


.38 


IS 22 


.73 


.34 


.45 


IS 23 


.83 


.19 


.34 


IS 24 


.67 


.47 


.36 


IS 25 


.59 


.36 


.60 


IS 26 


.72 


.21 


.43 


IS 27 


.74 


.40 


.37 


IS 28 


.58 


.58 


.35 


IS 29 


.41 


.69 


I .10 


IS 30 


.64 


.36 


.32 


IS 31 


.52 


- .51 


.42 


IS 32 


.40 


.30 


•75 


IS 33 


.75 


.27 


' . 48 


I« 34 


.72 


.35 


.48 


IS 35 


.70 


.40 


.48 


IS 36 


.61 


.49 


.35 


IS 37 


.45 


.52 


1 .57 


IS 38 


.49 


.44 


.59 


IS 39 


.68 


.■45 . 


.36 


IS 40 


.46 


.45 


.63 


IS 41 


.37 


.67 


.55 


IS 42 


.46 


.52. 


.48 - 


IS 43 


.40 


.60 


.24 


IS 44 


/ .20 


.81 


.36 


IS 45 


/. .49- 


.50 


' .61 


IS 46 


• .60 


.43 


.57 


IS .47 


.62 


.55 


.39 


IS 48 


.30 


.84 


.32 


IS 49 


.47 


.52 


.58 


IS 50 


.20 


.81 


.39 


IS 51 


>>v , .60 


.48 


.46 


IS 52 


.61 


.49 


.52 



Eigenvalue: 38.80 
Cumulative % of Eigenvalue: 
. .75 



1.79 



.78 



1.32 



.81 



(1) Principal Con^jonent Analysis with Varimax Rotation. ^Factors were included 
.upon the basis of exhibiting an eigenvalue greater than or equal to 1.00; 

(2) The responses analyzed were the mean non-'Studcnt (teachers, departinent 
heada, non-certified and other certified staff excluding the principal) 
responses within a school — each school boJLnq equally weighteiS. That is, 
tho school wan the unit of analysis. One hundred eighteen schools were 
inc^iilcd in tho sample. 
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v,APPENDrX"^'E-10 
% ■ DIAGNOSTIC SURVI'.Y for LKADKRSHIP IfU'ROVKMENT 

ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX^^^ NON-STUDENT RESPONSES TO . 
OVERALL SCHOOL PRINCIPAL LEVEL, "SHOULD BE" DIMENSION; 1974-1975 



Item N 


Factor 1 


Factor 2 


Factor 3 


Facuor 1 


Factor 5 • 


Factor 6 


Factor 7 


Factor 8 


SB 1 


- 


.09 


.33 


. 14 


27 


- 


.13 


- 


67 


- . 1.1 


-.06 


SB 2 


- 


.11 


.09 


. 27 


.35 


- 


.54 


- 


38 


-.21 


.07 


SB 3 


_ 


.30 


. 27 


. 36 


.10 


- 


.39 


- 


32 


-,00 


.18 


SB 4 


- 


.13 . 


.37 


. 23 


. 19 


- 


.22 


- 


66 


-.17 


.20 


SB 5 


- 


.02 


. 23 


.33 


08 




.00 


- 


21 


-.73 ^ 


,07 


SB 6 


- 


.27 , 


. 28 


,'» 57 


1 5 


- 


.29 


- 


24 


-.07 


.07 . 


SB 7 


- 


.03 , 


.04 


/ .49 


28 


- 


.46 


- 


.10 


-.20 


.02 


SB 6 


- 


.18 


.25 


. 61 


08 


- 


.49 




09 


-.09 


.01 


SB. 9 


- 


.15 


. 34 


. J 3 


. 39 


- 


.39 


- 


29 


.05 


.06 


SB 10 


- 


.47 


.19 




.1 3 


- 


.42 




10 


-.26 


*■ .11 


SB 11 


- 


.67 


. 11 


45 


.20 


- 


.27 


- 


11 


.09 


.02 


SB 12 


- 


.26 


^ 23 


. 70 


03 


- 


.05 


- 


05 


-.39 


.io 


SB 13 


- 


.11 


. 23 


. 48 


3 2 


- 


.40 


- 


03 


.09 


.14 


SB 14 




.02 


.31 


. 59 


34 ' 


- 


.14 


- 


30 


-.11 


.12 


SB IS 




.23 


. 28 


. 21 


56 




.33 




.15 


.06 . 


.16 


SB 16 




.08 


.30' 


.21 


f 67 


- 


.14 


- 


.15 


-.10 


.07 


SB 17 


_ 


.09 


.22 


• 20 


.43 


- 


.22 




.36 


-.16 


.32 


SB IB 


_ 


.14 


•.30 


KXf.OS J. 


. 74 


- 


.24 


- 


.17 


-.09 


.08 


SB 19 




.03 


.22 


.23. 


.19 


- 


.80 




.01 


-.03 


-.02 


SB 20 


_ 


.15 


.29 


.37 


. 22 


- 


.56 ■ 




.12 


13 


-.03 


SB 21 




.14 


.20 


.22 


.23 


- 


.77 


- 


.10 . ■- 


-.02 


.01 


SB 22 


_ 


.23 


.13 


.05 


.07 


- 


.79 




.27 


.00 


.11 


SB 23 




.19 


.20 


.05 


. 29 


- 


.57 


- 


.19 


.01 


. 51 


SB 24 




.15 


.19 


.05 


. 07 


r 


.74; 


- 


.18 


-.09 


.25 


SB 25 


_ 


.24 


.42 


. 29 


.28 


- 


.41 


r 


.17 


.02 


.12 


SB 26 


_ 


.29 


•29 


.18 


.36 


- 


.40 


- 


.20 


.00 


^.35 


SB 27 


■ _ 


.05 


^'.16 


.17 


.15 


- 


.82 




.03 


-.09 


.20 


SB 28 


_ 


.09 


.34 


.18 


.41 


- 


.56 


- 


.02 


-.23 


.14 


SB 29 




.09 


.23 


.14 




- 


.45 


- 


.05 


-.14 


. 57 


SB 30 


_ 


.10 


.16 


,08 


/48 


- 


.46 


- 


.01 


-.05 


. 51 


SB 31 


_ 


.02 


i .42 


.06 




- 


.47 




.16 


-• 20 


^J27 


SB 32 


_ 


.17 


.52 


. 24 


,20 


- 


.09 




:22 


— -TYs 


. 32 


SB 33 


- 


.17 


. 51 


. 20 


. 30 


- 


.53 




.16 


-.05 


,17 


SB 34 




14 


. 23 


.23 


, 23 




.71 




.19 


.07 


.15 


SB 35 




.31 


.26 


.15 


.11 




.70 




.21 


.12 


.11 


SB 36 




.01 


.43 


.16 


.15 




.62 




,05 


-.06 


. 29 


. SB 37 




.05 ' 


.48 


.26 


-.01 




.47 




.07 


.10 


.38 


SB 38 




.69 


.27 


.25 


-.08 




.21 




.08 


-.09 


.,,.20 


SB 39. 




.12 


.26 


.04 


-.01 




.61 




.01 


.01 


.52 


SB 40 




.08 


.63 


.32 


,19 




.16 




,29 


-.17 


. .16 


SB 41 




.22 


,66 


.20 


.29 




.27 




,26 


-.15 


.15 


SB 42 




.34 


.63 


.10 


.29 - 




.29 




,14 


.01 


.18 


SB 43 




.02 


.68 


.26 


v02 




.26 




.16 


-.13 


.20 


SB 44 




.16 


.67 


.12- 


.40 




.20 




.11 


-.15 


.10 


SB 45 




.16 


.68 


.08 


.40 




.24 . 


f 


,29 


-.11 


.16 


SB 46 




.52 / 


.53 , 


-.00 


.14 




.28 


.29 


-.10 


.07 


SB 47 




.12 


.69 


.21 


.17 




:5o 




.10 


-.03 


.00 


^ SB 48 
^'SB*"49- 




. 19 / 


.67 


.22 


.22 




.25 




.16 


-.30 


...02 N 




. 27 -■ 


"V63 


.15 


.16 




.20 




— 


—-'.36 


.01 


SB 50 




.56 


.42 


.04 


-.28 




. 09 — 




.06 


-.49 


-.06 


SB 51' 




.17 


.45 


-.00 


,10 




.52 




.25 


-.26 


.11 


SB 52 




.06 


.54 


.25 


..30 




.48 




.07 


-.06 


,03 



.70 
1.017 



-T72 
1.007 



Cumulative \ of Eiqenvalue: 

.50 .56 .60 .63 .66 .68 

Eiqenvalue; , 

25.983 ^3.266 2.046 . 1.648 ^ 1-219 1.056 

(1) Principal Component Analysis with Varimax Rotation!' Factors were included upon the^ basis 
of exhibiting an eigenvalue '.greater than or equal to 1.00. 

(2) The responses analyzed were the mean non-student" (teachers, department heads, non-cer- 
tified and otlier certified staf f cxcludinq the principal) responses within a school- 
each school being equally wei«|htod. -.That is. the school 'Vas the unit of analysis. 
One hundrtti eighteen schools were included in the sample. 
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Al'mJDIX G-11 
DIAfTNOSTIC SURVKY for UIAIJllKiMlIP IMPROVi: Ht;^f^ 



ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF^''' RESPONSES 

TO THE OVERAIX SYSTEM LEVEL^ \ '*IS" DIMENSION; 1974-1975 



,(2> 



Item M Factor 1' Factor 2 Factor 3 



Factoci 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 



Factor l-'"' 



. 12 


~ • 4 b 


. 14 ' 


. 37 


-.26- 


-.41. 




- . 34 


. 24 


.09^ 


,-'-'^^38 


^<48 


45 


-.29 


.08 


. 36 


-.33-^ 


-.38 


16 


-.59 


.13 ,^ 


^' .44 


-.27 


. 14 


' - .56 


.07""'"- 


.52\^ 




-.32 


- — i-30 


— 45 


.15 


.32 


-^.44 


-.26 


.43 


— .33 


. 12 


-.03^--"^ 


-.33 


-.47 


.J/ 


— .28 


.10 


^-^."36 


-.51 


-.35 




-;32 


, 27 


.58 


-.32 


-.28 . 


. 38 


- »39^ — 


.08 


. 33 


-.25 


-.37 


.25 


— .12 


.18 


. 39 


-.41 


-;35 


. 40 


50 


.09: 


.25 


-.18 


-.37 


.13 


-.18 


.20 


,18 


-.14 


-.07 


.20 


- 55 


: 08 


. 10 


-.58 


■-.13 


. 24 


— . r. - , 


.24 


.43 


-.46 


-.08 


.04 


— . 


. 27 


.07 


-.08 


-.13 


. 4U> 


— 50 


.05 


.29 


-.34 


-.28 


.35 


- .25 


.ID 


. 73 


-.13 


-.11 - 


. 59 


— .24 




. 43 


-.25 -. 


^ — .13 


.57 


-.30 ^ .- 


.21 


. 18 


- . 39 


-.28 


.66 


-.23 


. 29 


. 19 


- - 20 ^ 


-.18 


.66 


■.05 


.^■-.'23 


.34 


- .17 "" 


-.24* 


.36 


-.05 


. 19 




-^"^.69 


-.05 


.59 


— .27 


15 




-.40 


-.01 


.45 


-.26 


■ 2 6 




-.21 


-.35 


.22 


— .15- 


10 


. 20 


-.63 


" -.31 


.65 


-.28 


. 23 


. 29 ' 


-.25 


-.07 


.25 


— .27 


. 62 


.09 


-.28 


-.12 


. 55 


-.18 


49 


. 01 


-.16 ' 


.01 


.19 


-.33 


.38 


-.07 


-.67 


-.19 


,.2C 


-.17 


.64 


.40 


-.24 


-.13 


.27 


-.36 


.22 


.48 


-.06 


-.37 


. ..36 


-.21 


.28 


.27 


-;64' 


-.13 


.48 


-.30 


.25 


-.02 


-.47 


-.39 


.36 


-.12 


.17 


.31 


-.47 


-.33 


.15 


-.20 ' 


.75 


.18 


-.17 


-.28 


^43 


-.44 


-.11 


.11 


-.19 


-.25 


.53 


-.41 


.02 


.09 


-.19 


-.25 


.67 


-.13 


.13 


.19 


-.22 


„-^32 


.43 


-.58 


.10 


.27 


-.28 


^' -.19 


.47 


-.62 


.11 


^^.20 




-.13 


.26 


-.48 


' .54.^^ 


. .24 


'[^ -.26 


-.17 


.17 


-.15 ' 


-^.'19 


.19 




-.79 


.03 


. r.74 


.12^ 


.16 


'. -.09 


' .00 


.40. . 


-.46 


.24 


.51 


-.13 


• -.28 


.46 


-.52 


.19 


.29 


-.26 


-.34 


.51 


-.51 


.05 - 


.18 ' 


-.27 


-.41 


.42 


-.64 


..22,...- 


.18 


-.09 


-.32 


.54 


-.39 


.27 


.12 


-.23: 


-.37 . 


.37 


-.71 


.29 


.09 


-.12 


-.15 


.35 


-.28 


■IQ . 


.30 ^ 


--^.19 


•.-.63 


,63 


-.35 


-.00 




-.25 


-.39 


29.24 


2.04 


1.69 


1.52 


1.33 





-.15 

-.01 

-.20 

-.14 

-.09 

-.07 

-.28" 

-.13 ' 

-.14 

-.33 

-.42 

-.17 

-.78 

-.16 

-.27 

T.12 

-.14 
-.12 
-.22 
-.12 
-.19 
-.16 
-.09 
-.13 
-.23 
J-.34 
-.21 
-.42 

.02 

.04 
-.23 
-.21 
-.18 
-.06 
-.23 
-.06 
-.40 
T.46\ 
-.18\ 
-.15 •) 
-.03 
-.01 
-.14 
-.19 
-.04 
-.01 
-.20 

.00 

.03 
-.07 
-.02 

.03 



1-12. 



Eigcn 
value: 

Cumulative % of Eigenvalue: 

.56 .60 .63 .66 .69 .71 .73 ^ 

(1) Principal Comiionent Analysis with Varimax Rotation. Factors were included upon the 
basis of exhibiting an eigenvalue greater than or equal to 1.00. / 

(2) The responoefi analyzed were\the mean other certifier; staff (principal, asst. principal 
■ counselor and libraririn) rosWnries within the school— each, school being equally 

weighted. One hundred eiq{it»icn acliools were inclu'lod in the s.implo. 

(3) The overall system levef reflects the . leadership pattern of the person and ^lis staCf 
directly above the principal. 
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APPENDIX L-12 
OIAGNOSTIC pURVF.Y for LEA_D t-:RS!MP , lirPROVEMIvNT 

ROTATED FACTOR MMTRIJ<^^j._..OTJIER_CiUTX>^i.hn.-£TAP^: RLSPONSEi. 
TOLTilE^VKRATX^oYSTEM'LEVEI/ , "5l>naLD DE" DIHENSTON; 1974-1975 



Item » 



F-4 ; F~5 



F-7 



F-9 



F-11 



SB 


1 


. 16 


.14 


r 

. D3 


. . 34 


: 

.■<}■■ 


— . 20 


. 29 


-> 20 


— 23 


- ."10 


.19 


SB 




. 45 


.18 


.21 


.10 


- 47 ■ 


■- . 07 


47 


J 2*^ 


- . 07- 


-.08 


. 01 


SB 


3 


. 16 


. 1 V 


lOo 


. 28 


— .00 


_ 1 A 


73 


— 07 


— .11 


. 16 


. 1j" 


SB 


4 


.'31 


. *.3 


, 03 


;r30 


. 03 


. Ul 


TO 

.J? 


- 37 


— 24 


. 12 


l41 


SB 


l> 


.06 


. i' ^ 


. 13 


.76 


..■14_ 


, — . 04 


.05 


— . 02 


- 07 


.09 


.20 


SB 


b 


.14 


* .22 


. 19 


. 49 


.57 


- . 06 


.2? 


^ . 17 


— i 20 


Cs) ■ 


*~ 01 


SB 


7 




,16 


.CC 


-.08 


>t42. 


— . 22 


. 


— . 02 


- .09 


. 06 


- 12' 


SB 


8 


.26 


. 34 


~.27 


.11 


. 'iA 


— .08 


■ .12 


— 07 


— 16 


< ft ^7 


^28 ■ 


SB 


'9 


.34 




.28 


\ in 
*. 10 


.25 


— . 32 


. 14 


. 07 


— 24 


. 11 


31 


SB 


10 


. 36 , . 


.26 


-.10 


i28 


.04 


— .62 


• 12 ' 


— ..06 


— » 11 


. 


-.01 


SB 


11 


.26 \ 


.22 


.04 


-.C5 


.22 


— . 47 


.42 


" . lb 




. l7 


.18 


SB 


12 


.14 \ 


.14 


.05 


.44 


. 37 


- . io 


*2Z 


- • 34 • 


■— . 25 


1 Q 
.1? 


— 12 


SB 


13 


.04 


. 33 


- . 07 


. 08 


. .26 


- . 21 


.15 


- . 09/.. 


.1 no 




.04 


\ SB 


14 


. 53 


.31 


.04 


.26 


-.01 


- . 07 ; 


.05 


— . 08 


—...17 


■.44 


13 


SB 


15 


. 16 


I .40 


.19 


.14 


.22 


.11; 


. 10 


.19 


-.31^ 


* 43 


33 


SB 


16 


.15 


, .21 . 


.74 


.11 


.10 


-r07 


.04 


- .09 


-.09 


. 06 


.12 


SB 


17 


.28 . 


\.21 


.11 


.16 


.17 


- . 32 


1 . 10 


— .47 


- .42 


. 09 


10 


SB 


18 


.02 


•35 


.08 


.07 


.14 


- . 06 


. 11 


-.09 


— . 75 


• 10 .. 


02 


SB 


19 


.15 


.76 


.14 


.34 


^12 


-.15- 


.03 ' 


— .05 


— • 12 




04 


SB 


20 


.15 


.37.. 


■ .18 


.00 


.22 


- . 03 


. 10 


- .29 


' —.36 


52 


20 


SB 


21 


.04. 


.71 


.28 


.10 


.14 


-.17 


.20 


■ -.28 


-.04 


.25 ', 


-.01 


SB 


22 


.IC 


.4l\ 


.47 


.00 


.24 


- . 27 


.35 


.11 


- . 15 


. 13 ' 


— . 01 


SB 


23 


.21 


.61 


.12 


.03 


.39 


.06 


. 30 


-.14 


- . 19 


• 08 


■ ^ QQ 


SB 


24 


.22 


; .68 


.18 ■ 


.10 ■ 


.12 


-.10 


. 28 


- .27 


- . 07 


. 06 


07 


SB 


25 


.25 


' .63 


.03 


.20 


.40 


-.11 


.04 


- . 16 


— • 28 


. 02 


— 02 


SB 


26 


.04 


.75 , 


.04 


.02 


.25 


-.21 


-.13 


.21 


- ^09 


.15 


. 14 


SB 


27 


.41 ■ 


.54 


.09 


-.09 


.29 


-.07 


.25 


-.24 


• 02 


.11 


19 


SB 


28 


.18 


.27 


•19, 


^. .11 


.61 


-.05 


.25 ^ 


-.24 




- . 02 


.24 


. SB 


•>9 


.31 


.30 


.45 


.13 


.25 


-^15 


— .09 


"- .21 


nn 
. UU 


.>30 ^ 


.18 


SB 


30 


.36 


.42 


.08 


-.04 


,.33 


- .16 


J 01 


-.50 


.11 


. 14 


.21 


SB 


31 


.28 


.30 


.08 


.03 


.66 


-.07 


-.10 


-J. 20 


r-23 


.15 


.02. 


SB 


32 


.57 


.22 


.25 


.08 ? 


.36 


-.16 


.20 


-!l8 


-.14 


.08 


-.12 


SB 


31 


.25 


.60 


.21 


.07 / 


.24 


-.18 


.26" 


-.26 


-.28 


.08 


.02 


SB 


34 


.17 


.35 


.27 


-.12. 


.54 


-.18 


.29 


-.32 


-.17 


.22 


.02 


SB 


35 


.12 


.36 


.26 f 


-;18.' 


.53 


-.21 


.29 


.03 


-.07 


.29 


.28 


\ SB 


36 


.16 


.31 


.07^ 


:i4' 


.74 


-.27 


• .04 


-.11 


-.08 


.10 


.09 


. SB 


37 


.02 


.17 


.26 


.12 ; 


.34 


-.73 


.12 


-.02 


-.05 


-.03 


.18 


SB 


38 


.34 


.18 - 


.07 


-.05/ 


.23 


-.61 


.06 


-:37"^ 


-.18^ 


^07- 


- ..03-^ 


SB 


39 


.12 


.11 


..38 


-.03, 


.13 


-.56 


.43 


-.05 


-.14 


.19 


.20 


SB 


40 


.75 


.22 


.24 


.13 


.16 


-•01 . 


.11 


-.09 


-.09 


-.04 


.21 


SB 


41 


.08 


.21 


.31 


.22 


.30 


-.10 


.17 


-.54 


-.18 


.15 


.27 


. SB 
SB 


42 
43 


.22 


.23 


.02 


.34 


.57 


-.19 


.io_ 


.05. 


-.14 


.21 


.29 


.18 


.11 


.19 


.16 


.54 


-.29 


.20 


.04 


.08 


.37 


.17 


SB 


44 


,17 


.09 


.26 


.19 


.18 


-.20 


.p2' 


—.-18 


-.08 


.07 


.73 


SB 


45 


.41 


.10 


.12 


.24 


.04 


-.16 


.05 


■^.05 


-.52 


.09 


.42 


SB 


46 


.50- 


.12 


.06 


.p6 


.35 


' -.19 


.15 ' 


V-'-.oi 


■ -.'50 


.04 


.33 


SB 


.47 


. .58 


.31 


-.09 


.io 


.25 


-.29 


.26 


-.10 


-.10 


.04 


.28 


SB 


48 


.53 


.06 


.12 


-.00 


.27 


-fll 


.28 


-.20 


-.41 


.19 


.<24 


SB 


49 


.43 


.08 


.28 


.12 


.22 


-.20 


.19. 


-.23 


-.21 


.47 


--05. 


SB 


50 


.44 


.05 


.11 


.14 


.30 


-.28 


.13 


-.03 


-.61 


.21 


.02 


SB 


51 


.23 


.17 


.04 


.18 


.58 


-.36 


.08 


-.02 


-.30 


.35 


-.01 


SB 


52 


.67 


.15 


.08 . 


-■'.05 


.27 


-.35 


.15 < 


.00 


-.13 


.24 


-.01 



•F^Factor 

Eigenvalue: •' 

23.76 2.51 2.03 1.98 .1-64 1.54 --1.37 1.31 1.21 1.11 1.00 
.Cumulative \ of Eigenvalue; 

.46 .51 '154 .58 .61 .64 .67 

(1) Principal Component Analysis with Varimax Rotation, 
basis of exhibiting an eigenvalue greater than or equal to 1 

(2) The'-t^sponsos-analyzed wero the-mean-other.. certified staf f-(principaXj_asat,„prin- 
. cipalf counselor and librarian) responses within the school— each school being . . 

equally weighted- Onti-hundrcd. r i c/ht.rnn .schools vucc inclmled in tho-aamplfc^ — 

(3) Thz overall system level reflects the leadership pattern of the'~porsbn and »his 
staff directly above the principal. 



.69 .72 .74 - .76 

Factors were included upon the 
00. 
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APPr:N0IX'K-13 . i 
DIACNOSTTC StmVi:Y for M:AnKi:SHTP WKQVKMnNT 



ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX^^ : STUDllNT RESPONSES TO SUBJECT AREA ' 
OR 'department LEVKL COMIUNFO WITH NOH-STUDKNT .RpSPONSES TO OVERALL SOIOOL 
OR PRINCIPAL LEVIX- COMDIUtD WITtI OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF ' TO OVERALL SYSTEM 



Item' tt 


Factor 1 


Factor 2 


Factor 3 — — 


Factor 4 


IS 1. 


.35 


- .60 




. 15 


IS 2 


.56 


_ 20 


- , 38' 


.44 


IS 3 . 


.62 ' 


- . 46 


-.31 


. 28 


IS , , 4 


. 48 


_ ^ 


- : 54 


.15 


IS 5 


. 58 




-.55 


-.01 


IS 6 


,76 


~ ,01 


/ T'^P 


. ' V .17 


IS 7 


' .65 


~ . 30 


/ - . 29 


.35 


IS ' 8 


. 72 


— .40 


-.21 » 


.27 


is .,9 


. 45 


_ ^ g-^ 


-/37 • 


.23 


IS 10 


^CS 


_ ^ ^2 


-'.31 


.23 


IS 11 


.54 


- . 63 ; 


- 20 


.23 


■IS 12 


.68 


~. 25 


— . 50 


. 10 • 




.43 


-.50 


/-.23 " 


.18 


IS 14 


.42 


- . 47 




. 34 


IS 15 


. 53 


-.58 




.23 


IS 16 


-.37 


-.74 


-.ID 


.27 


IS 17 


.50 


- . 53 ; 


- . 49 


. 18 


IS 18 


.47 


-.65 


• -.33 


.11 


IS 19 


. 62 


- .52 


— . 19 


. 30 


IS. 20 


.71 


-.30 


-.26 


. 38 


IS 21 


.65 


-.42 


-.20 


^ . 40 


IS 22 


.65 


-.47 , 


— . 08 


.32 


IS 23 


.44 


- . 66 


- . 09 


. 39 


IS 24 


.62 


-.41 ■ 


- . 19 


. 35 


IS 25 


.66 


*^,43 


-.31 


22 


IS 26. 


.44 


-.66 


-.18 


.33 


IS 27 


.63 


-.44 


-.22 


7<i 


IS 28 


.35 


■ -.49 


-.33 


. 3D 
. 3^ 


IS 29 


.29 


-.32 


-.32 


IS 30 


.39 


-.29 


— • 20 


.61 


IS 31 


.25 


- . 64 


— . 32 


.48 


IS 32 


.24 




— . 45 


. 21 
.43 


IS 33 


.47 


■■■--.62" "r-f- 


— - -.20 ■. . . 


IS 34 


.69 


-.31 .'. 


-.22 


.40 


IS 35 


, .-59 


-.57 ' 


-.19 


.32 


IS 36 


.34 


-.38 


— 34 


.57 ^ 


IS 37 


.61 


-,3S ■ 


-.41 


.07 


"is 38 


.63 




-.37 


.15. 


. IS. 39 


.75 


-.24 


-.10 


.26 


' IS 40 


.50 


-.50 


-.53 


.23 


IS 41 


.53 


. -.34 


-:.58 


>'-.31 


IS 42 


.47 


-.18 ■ 


-.49 


.43 • 


IS 43 


.49 


/ . - . 34 • 


-.34., 


. .27 


IS 44 


.18 


-.36 


-.72 / 


.25 


IS .45 


.46 


-.54 


-.52/1 


.24 


IS 46 


.66 


-.34 


-.44'! 


.27 


IS 47 


.71 


-.32 


-,6ij/ 


.26. 


IS -48 . 


.-43 


-.30 


.37 


IS 49 


. 65 .' 


-.24 


.32 


IS 50 


.37 i' 


-.24 


-.70 


, .37 


IS 51* 


.70 . 


-.24 


- . 3^6 


,22 


IS '52 


.68 ; 


-.36 


.-..>7 


.24 


Eigenvalue 


: 35.05 


2.03 


1^38 


1.03 


Cumulative % of Eigenvalue: 




.76 . 




.68 


.71 


/ .74 



(1) Principal Component AnalystiR with Varimax Rotation. Factors were included/upon 
the basis of exhibiting an. eigenvalue greater than or equal to 1.00. / 

(2) 



<3> 



These combinations wore decided upon because students ^ire primarily si^ject to 
teacher leadership influence; non-students to/principal leadership in^uence; and 
other certified staff to superintendent lead<?rship influence. ^ 
Because the school is the unit of^ analysis,/the responses analyzed/were the mean 
response^ within a school— each school being equally weighted, o/e hundred 
eighteen schools were included/ in the sample. 



APPENDIX K-14 ^ 
iC SUKVFY for I.T-:ADERSHIP TMPROVl^MKNT 



ROTATED" PAC:rOR MATRIX ^ ! STUDWiT RESPONSKS TO SUBJECT AREA 
OR DEPAI;TMKNT LKVia^-COMniNED WITK NON-STUDl:NT RESPONSES TO OVERALL .SCHOOL 
OR PRINCIPAL Lt:Via COMDlfiED WITtl'oniKR CERTIFIED STAfT TO OVERALL SYSTEM 
Tf^t»Prl2) ••SHOULD BE" DIMENSION - 1^74- 



LEVEL 



Item # Factor 1 Factor 2 




1974-1975 



Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 



/ 

Factor 7 



SB 1 


.72* 




.22 




.18 


- 




.28 


SB 2 


.46 




.49 




.27 


- 


.39*X 


.33 


SB 3 


.42 




.29 




..-.06 


- 


.39* ^ 


. .39 


SB 4 


.58* 




.27 




.03 


- 


.13 


\.36 


SB 5 


.66* 




.03 




.15 


- 


.05 


>12 
.6J' 


SB 6 


.19 




.32 




.51* 




.09 . 


SB 7 


.22 




,36 




.12 


- 


.54* 


.29 


SB^ 8 


.11 




.43 




.22 


- 


.19 


.33 


SB 9 


.29 




.37 




.21 


- 


.17 


.11 


SB 10 


.36 




.21 




.07 ; 


- 


..-i2* 


.26 


>SB 11 


.23 




.28 




.13 


- 


.50*' 


.26 


SB 12 


.41* 




.15 




.21 


- 


.26 


.59 


SB 13 


.21 




.35* 




.--^25 


- 


.27. 


.12 


SB 14 


.51* 




.32 




.08 


- 


.12 


.15 


SBu 15 


.51* 




.07 


/ 


.24 


- 


.08 


.0: 


SB 16 


.80* 




:23'.^ 


.08 


- 


.29 


.01 


SB 17 . 


.62* 




.25' 




.16 


- 


.24 


.23 


SB 18 


.53* 


-.<f30 




.22 


- 


.04 


.14 


SB 19 


.32 




.67* 




.13 


- 


.11 


.13 


SB 20 


.32 




.47*. 




- .24 


- 


.15 


.16 


SB 21 


.27 




.75*' 




.11 


- 


.24 


.14 


SB 22 


.07/ 




.58 




.24 


- 


.44* 


.05 


SB 23 


.4/ 




.60* 




.19 


- 


.21 


.11 


SB 24 


yllD 




.81* 




.10 


- 


.13 


.16 


SB 25 


/l9 




^dO* 




.38 




.01 


.22 


' SB 26 


/ .47* 

' ' .2 '2V - 




.AT 




.20 


- 


.17 


-.08 


SB 27 




.11 




' .18 


- 


.24 


.05 


SB 28/ 


.33 \ 




.49 




.50* 


- 


.19 


.23 . 


. SB ^9 


.51 V 




.43 




.35* 


■ - 


.22 


-.03 


SB /30 
SB 31 


• .44 \ 




.53* 




.25 


- 


.22 


-.01 


.41 . 




.41 




.52* 


- 


.13 


.06 


SB 32 


.66* 




.26 




.18 




.34 


.12 


/SB 33 


.44 




.59* 




. .21 




.24 


.18 


SB 34 


.25 




.59* 




.38 




.41 


.13 


SB 35 


.24 




.52 




.38 




.46* 


-.03 


SB 36 


.22 




.42 




. .64* 




.26 


.13 


SB 37 


.48 




.18 




.32 




.58* 


.09 


SB 38 


\.36 ' 




:2o 




.20 - 




.46* 


■ .20 


SB 39 


.31 




.30 




.19 




.68*/ 


.02 


SB 40 


.64 




.29 




.14 




.19^ 


.09 


SB 41 


.63* . 




.32 




.30 




.-21 


.22 


SB 42 


.34 




.25 




.55* 




.14 • 


.22 


SB 43 


.34. 




.27 




.46* 


/ - 


.41 


.06 


SB 44 


.65* 




.19 




• .27 / 




.18 


".04 


, SB 45 


.53 




.18, 




.29 / 
.38^/ . 




.05 


.06 


SB 46 


.40 




.2i 






.20 


.10 


SB 47 


.30 




.39 




.-20 




.27 


.13 


SB 48 


.55 : 




.23 








.28 


.10 


SB 49 


.45* ' 




.23 








.32 


.14- 


SB 50 


.46 




.02- 








.25 


.22 


SB 'il 


.14 




.26 


/ 


/ .63* 




.31 


.17 


SB 52 


.30 . 




.28 


' .24 




.40 t 


.01 


Eigen-: 


29.58 


2 


.48 , 


7 


1.41 


1.27 


1.15 



.00 

.17 

.08 

.08 

.30 

.02 

.01 

.27 

.36 

>41 

.24s 

.26^^ 

.58 

.36 

.39 

.16 

.16 

.26 

.39 

.33 

.28 

.12 

.15 

.03 

.24: 

.43 . 

.03 

.10 

.14 

.05 

.13 

.13 

.18 . 

.07 

.19 

.11 

.21 

.18 

.09 

.03 

.07 

.22 

.21 

.08 

.14 

.06 • 

.06 

.05 

.18 

.19- 

.26 

.a7 



values 

Cumulative % of Eigenvalues: 
.57 Alf 



.67 



.69 



1.08 



.71 



1.00 



.73 



(1) Principal Component Analysis with Varimax Rotation. Factors were included upon 
the basis of exhibiting an eigenvalue greater than or equal to 1.00. 

(2) These tfombinatlopa/^ere decided ui>on because students are primarily subject to^ 
teacher leader^hfn influence; non-students to principal leadership influence; and 
other certified staff to supeiintendent leadership influence*, 

(3) Because -tho/schobl is the unit of analysifi, the responses analyzed were the mean 
responses withii/ a school — each school being equally weiglited. One hundred 
ciyht^-»en/ schools wore included, in t^ cample. . * 
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APPENDIX E-15 



Factor^ Analysis " 
Student to Department Level (Teachers)^ .\ 
combined with . ^'"^^^^^ ' 
Non-Student, to Overall /School Lej^ST (Principal) 

combined with^ 
Other Ceijtified Staf f to I3vj;r:a€i School . System Level 

DSLL Principal Component Analysis with.Varimax Rotation 



\ These combinations were deciiied upon be^cause students- 

are primarily subject to teacher ^leadership /influence ; non- 
students to principal. leadership influence; /and, other 
certified staff to -superintendent leadership influence . 

You feel friendly with 
your lisaders , 

'53 

You share i;;p.u3f:''* problems 
with your' ' leaders . 

■ r .47 



FACTOR 1- 



12, 



14. 



15. 



CONFIDENCE AND TRUST (14) 

Your /leaders have faith 
and trust in you. . 

i -72 

Yourl leaders work with 
you in such a way that' 
you like to do what they 



expect you to do. \ 



■ \ 



.5g 



18, 



26. 



32, 



41, 



You :have faith and 
trust in your leaders. 
- / . .66 

True and complete- infor- 
mation is used, to rate 
what you and your peers 

do." . \. 
i ■ " .41 

• • , ^ ■ ^ 

Le'aders are told, w^iat 
they should know 
an open way by 
ones who -are invcxvr^d.^ 
• ^ \ .51- 

You feel close to 



44. 



49, 



your leaders. 



51 
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^Y-ouV leaders support 
an^ back you up . , 

.66 

Needed work gets done 
because of -the way your 
leaders and peers work 
together . 

. . - 63 

Your peers accept what 
is expected-: of them. 

^.65 



Your leaders share . with 
you most of the infor- 
mation you need or want 

-^.45 



- FACTOR 2- 



APPENDIX E-15 
(continued) 



COMMUNICATION 



(10.) 



13. 



19- 



20, 



21 



.23. 



24. 



25. 



30. 



33. 



34. 



You know how things^ 
.l_from your /leaders ' 
point of'yiewi 

V ■ ^ .35 

Your or your peers can ; 
"bring about changes in ■ 
policies. 

. ■ / .67 

Ideas for ways to 
improve things come 
from all concerned. 

.47 

Your or your .peers can 
help change how things 
are done. 

•75 

You share your feelings 
with your leaders. 

.60 

) You are able to improve 
things. 

.80 

Your leaders show that 
work done by you and 
your peers is impor- 
■ tant , 

.60 

You and your peers tell 
it "like it is" to your 
leaders. 

.53 

You communicate -with 
leaders to help improve 
things . 

.59 

Your leaders try to get. 
your ideas. 

.59 



FACTOR. 3- 



CONTROL 



• (8)^ 



6. 



28. 



29, 



31. 



36- 



42. 



43. 



51. 



VYour leaders use what 
they know about "how 
you. are doing", to help 
you improve . ' 

.51 

Your leaders provide 
chances, for -you to work 
with your peers in 
friendly ways. - 

.50 

Those not in charge 
show as much concern 
abojat a job being done . 
as do leader s 

.35 

You have the- chance . to 
show concern for others. 

' .52 

You are encouraged <to 
give help to others to 
make things better. 

.64 

Your leaders try to get 
you to reach high goals . 

■ -.55 

You take part in judging 
your performance . 

.46 

Information -on what you 
do and how well you do 
it is used to help solve 
problems . 

.63 
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FACTOR 4" 



APPENDIX E-15\ 
(continued) 



2. 



10. 



11.. 



22. 



3;5. 



37. 



38. 



39. 




DECISION-MAKING (10) 

Teamwork is used to 
improve things,. 

.39 

You or your peers can 
take part in improving 
things. 

. .39 



Decisions/ are mad^, 
through t'eamwork. \ 



You or your peers take 
a. part in making deci- 
sions which affect you. 

.42 

Your leaders know how 
it is from your point 
of view. 

-.50 

When i'Our - leaders 
know your ideas they 
try to use them. 

.44 

Your leaders use your 
help to solve a common 
problem. 

" . ..4 6_ 

Decision's are. made by " 
those close to the' 
problem source. 

' . ^ .58 

The people who make 
decisions which affect 
you are aware of the 
things you face. 

-.'46 

You or your peers 
influence what happens 
to you. 

— ■ . , .68 



FACTOR '5- 



INTERACTION-INFLUENCE (TO) 

8. .-Xour leaders d\squss 

with you or your peers 
ways, to improve things. 

/ . . • 14 9.^ . 

9. Your leaders treat you 
in ways which make you 
feel important. \: 

.53 \ 

27. You or your peers can 

help bring about changes 
%.n what is done. 

~ . .34 

40, Decisions are made in 
such a way that you do 
no i;^ mind carrying them 
out. 

.47 

45. Your leaders work with 
you and your peers in 
friendly ways . 

-. ' ■* .56 

46. Your leaders use what *: 
they "find out" to make 
things better. 

■ / . , ^ - .64| 

47. Things are organized^ sb 
that you or yo^ir peersj 
can help make decisions. 

-r-; " . . '-H 

48. . Most aH work together] 

to get the job done. 

. --55 . 

50. Most all get ^along well 
and help each other. 

.51 

52. Thie leaders work with 
their peers ^and people 
below them to make the 
decisions . . 

.56 
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APPENDIX F 

Mean and Standard Deviations 
.of Is and Should 3e Dimensions 
and Intensity Scores 
by Item , 
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ERIC 



Means and Standard .Deviations of 

Is and Should Be Dimensionij, f j 

and Intensity Scores, by Item - 
for" All Responses to the Overall School Level 

n 118 ^ 



Is Dimension 



Should Be Dimension 



Item 1 - 


Mean 


S.D. ' 


Mean 


S.D. 


/Mean 


1 




. 566 , 


3.59 


.268 . 


;/3.90 

/ 4 . 97 


2 


2.48 


/410 


. 3.35 


.237 


3 


2.51 


.4 58 ' 


3.38 


.243 . ./ 


5. 01 


4 


: 2.62 


. 552 ' . 


3.47 


, .278 ./ 


* 5.00 


5 


2.86 


. .483 


3. 63 


^ .270^* 


4.85 


6 


2.44., 


.406 


3.40 


.217 ' 


5.48 


7^ 


2.30 


.4 24 


3.27 


.,217 


5.31 


8 


2.4 0 


.493 


3. 32 


.275 


5. 13 


9 


2.38 - . 


. 556 


3 . 32 


.281 


5. 13 


io ■ 'm ' 


.2.30 . 


.447 . 


3.21 


.331 


4 . 93 


11 


2.29 


.509 


3.80 


. 287 


5.55 


12 


2.51 


.439 


3.46 


.325 


. 5.54 


13 


2.4 0 


.3 91 


3.25 


^ .26 0' 


4.74 


14 


. 2.39 \ 


.436 


3.35 


.311 


5.45 


15 


2.26 ' 


.578 


3.13 


.384 


4.49- 


16 


2.73 ' 


.801 


3.26 


;441 


2.78 


17 


2.52 . 


.523 


3.47 


.302 


5. 51 


/18. 


2.78 


.588 


3.44 


.314 


3.85. 


• 19 


2.14 


.459 


3.07 • 


.271 


4 .72 


20 


2.35 


.,449 


3.38 


.235 


5.73 


21 


2.18 


.4 51 


3.16 


.245 


. 5.12 


22 


2.24 


.433 


3.02 


.227 ' 


3-99 


23 


2.20 


. 509. 


2.95 


.353 


3.76 ^ 


24 


.2.18 


".398 


3.10 


i228 ' 


4.74 


25 


2.52 


.495 


3.36 


.27 0 1 


. 4.81 


26 


- 2.16 


.539 


2. 92 


.382 ^ 


3.71 


2v7 


2.14 


.419 ^ 


" 3.06 


.243 


4.65 


28 


2.58 


.522 


3.27 


.283 


' 3. 84 


29. 


. 2.35 


.377 


.3.20*^ 


.269 


4^68 


30 


2.42 


.419 


3.30 


.2 55 


4.95 


31 


2.70 


.527 


3.32 


.284 ' 


3.55 


32 


^2.66 


.673 


3.50. 


.341 


4.83 


33 " 


2.44- 


.534 


3.34 


.275 


4.99 


• 34 


2.^8 


.469 


3.24 


.245 


5.12 


35 


2.26 


.494 


3 . 14 


.277 


4.59 


36 


2.46 


.460 


3.22 


.242 


4.13 


3.7 


2.46 


.407 . 


3.32 


.276 


4.85 


38 


2.32 


.447 


3.40 


, .301 


. 6.12 


3 9 


2.37 


.337 


3.18 


7252 


4.44 


. 40 


2.40 


.530. 
.535 \ 


3.33 


.320 


5.16_ 


41 


2.48 


3.44 


.286 


5.44 


42 


2.79 


.440 


3.50 


.241 


4.39 


' 43^ 


2.47 


.57? 


3.. 33 


.311 ' 


4..75 


44 : ^ 


2.50 


.472 


3.31 


.317 


4.62 


45 - \ 


2.77 - 


.584 


3.52 


\265 


4.4 6 


46 \ 


2.55 ; 


.499 


3.42 


.2«5 


5.01 




2.3l\ 


.467 , 


.3.32 


.241 


' 5.55 


,2.53 


.516 


3.44 


.294"^ 


5.29 




2.57 


,.4 91 


3.47 


.271 


5.26 


ti 


2.69 o 


.529 .1 


3 . 53 


.264 


5.03 


51 


2.42 


.419 


3 ; 32 


.237 




. 52 


2,45 


.468 


3.38 


.242 


-^.31 



Intensity Score 
' S.D. 



. 2.015 
1.593 
1.615 
-1.973 
2.092 
1.766 
1.659 
l;870 
1.821 
1.741 
1.875 
2.209 
1.4 87 
1.520 
1 .620 
^.866 
1.804 
1.795 
1.607 
1.831 
1. 545. 
1.613 
1.288 
1.569 
1.862 
1.224^ 
1.501 
1.644 
a. 499 
.1.608- 
1.615 
2.176 
1.624 

I 1.691 
1.549 

, 1.624 
1.719 
1.958 
1.575 
1.769 
2.037 
1.760 

- 1.878 
t.419 
2.189 
1.844 
1.697 
1.944 
1.858- 
2.021 

. X^.7.1.4 
1.902 
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1 ■ . Means and Standard Deviations of ' 
/ Is and Should Be Dimensions, 

and Intensity Scores, By Item for -Students • Responses 
to the Overall School (All Schools Combined) ^ 

n 95 . : . 



Item u| 



1 
2 

; 3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
• 1.1 

12 . 

13 

14 

15 

16 

\1 

18. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 . 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30v 

31 

32^ 
■ 33 
'34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 . 

40 

41 

42 
\ 43 * 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 

.49 

50;::. 

52 



Is Dimension Should Be 


Dimension 


Mean 


s.p. . 


Mean 




'2;37. 


. 355 


\3.31./ 


.17 2 


2.24 


.306 


^^3.15 


ii58 


2/14 


.290 


3<16 


0' -169 


2.12 


.350 


.-"3.20 


.196 


2.50 


.342 


3.39 


. .210 


2.27 


.303 


3.27 


- \201 


2 .06 


.362 


3:12 


.170 


2.03 


.339 


3.1j . 


.242 


1.86 


.290 


3.0.5 


. .169 


1.96 


.273 


2.9Z 


. .206 


1 • 84 


.306 ' 


3.09 


.257 


2 . 26 


.318 


3.20 


.279 . 


2.07 


.210 


3.03 


.208 


2 . 04 


' .291 


. 3 .06 


' .205 


1.76 


.3 23 


'2';75 


.255 


1.82 


.3 51 . . 


2;76 


.230 


2 . 03 


.329/ . 


3.17: 


.209 


2 ;^22 


.348' . 


3.13' 


.219 


1.80 


.307 


2.88^ 


.248 


2 . 05 


.305 


3 . 21; 


.205. 


1.84 


.299 


2*98: 


':i94' 


1 . 88 


.288 


2.91 


.184 


1.71 


.264 


2.62 


.249 


1 . 87 


.307 


2.98 




2 . 13 


.286 . ' 


3.141 


.214 


X . 66 


.305 


2.56; 


.^.267 . 


1.83 


.320 


2.91*-^ 


.209 


2 . 10 


.^ao— ^' 


3.05i 


' .247 ' 


■ 2 . 07-^ 


'^.24a 


2. 98 ; 


■■->.223 


2 . 10 


.247 


3. '09 


':'202.- 


2 . 16 " 


.221 


3 .07 


.208 


1 . 98 


.348 


. 3.0.2 


'* .1:87 


1.95\ 


.34 2 


3.07 


';i98 


l!93 ^ 


-.283 


3.05 


.200 


1.85 


.3 54,,.- 


2.91 


■■•;-.1^9 


2.10_-<^ 


-^7326 


3.03 


.190 


2.19 


^ .3 09 


3.05 


.188 - 


1.98 


.330 


3.16 


.261 


2.19 


.253 


2.99 


' .216 


1.94 


.344 


3.02 


.206 


2.06 


.339 


: 3.16 


.208 


2.50 


.308 


3.31 


.205 


2.00 


.338 . 


3.03 


.210 


2.08 


-.313 


3.01 


.243 


2.22 


. .347 


3.27.^ 


.205 




300 


3.17 


. 195 


1.98 


.309 


3.13 


.179 


2.13 . 


.365--' 


3.16 


.208 * 


2.U-— ' 


--:r280 


' 3.23 


.219 


"2726 


.334 


3.30 


.189 


2.15 


.328' 


3.14 . 


.222 * 


2.12 


' .361 


3.20 


.203 



Intensity Score. 
Mean S-D. 



5.21 
4.82 
5.35 
5.64 
5.14 
5^45 
5-^44 
^5.65 
5.75 
.4.69 
"6.14 
5.14 
4.90 
5.20 
4.43 

- 4.25 
5:87: 
4.78 
5.05 
6.01 
5.43 
4.89 
3:92 
5.33 
5.30 

" 3.7 8; 
5.05 
4.'*91^ 
4.59 
5.15 
4.74 
5;7 3 
5.55 

• 5.56 
4i97 
4.71' 
4*. 4 4 
6.03 

'4;r^ 

5.24 
5.70 
4.67 

• 5.13 

- .4 . 77 
5.72 
5.33 
5.84 
5.37 
5.66 

. 5.70 
5.1%/ 
5:69 



1,771 
i.283 
1.495 
1.627 
1.684 
1.564 
1.^378 
1.638 
1.436 
1.540 
1.749 
2.171 
l.\4,2 
1.2^54 

'•-^1.084 

-1.364 
1.577 
1.376 
- '1.329 . 

. 1.802 
^1.297 
1.187 ^ 
.1.005 
1.483 
1.595 
.83^ 
• 1.244 
1.223 

-,1.'274 
/1. 465 

'1.149 
1.570 
1.372 
.1.524 
; 1.265 

' 1.345- 
1.304 
2.006 
" 1.290 
1.606 
\ 1.849 
1.429 
1.367" 
l.JiZS- 

'1.766 
1.442 

.1.44L 

/i.550 
1\538, 
1.767 



Means and Standard Deviations of 
Is and SRoUld Be. Dimensions, 
and Intensity Scores, by Item for Non-Student Responses 
/ to the Overall School (All Schools Combined) 

n ^/118 



Is Dimension Should Be Dimension Intensity Score' 



Item # 


Mean 


S.D. 


/ 

Mean 

I 


S.D. -"^ 


Mean 


S.D. i 


1 


3.33 


.297 j 


3.77 . 




3 . 06 


1.690 


2 


2.64 


.392 f 


3.49„/^ 


.174 


5.07 


1.760 


. 3 


2.74 


.383 




.156 


• 4.80 


1.657 


4 


2.93 


.403 


"3.65 . 


.146 


4.58 


2.067 


5 


3,09 




3.7 9'u'^'^ 


.167 


4.66 


2.302^ 


6 


^ 2.54 


^4^9 \ 


3.4 8 -, 


.184 


5.50 


1 , 8 88 


7 


2. "4 5 


.389 


3.37 ' 


.190', 


5.22 


.r."815 


8 


2.54 


•425 ^ . 


3.4 5 ..-'"^ 


.219 


4.80 


1.938 


9 


2.72 


;4 09 - * 


3.50 


.177 - 


./4.7 2 X 


i . 929 


10 


2; 53 


.392 


3.4 0 ^ 


.255 


5.08 


^ 1.845 


11 


2.56 


'.4 00 ^ 


3.44^ - 


.213- 


5.17 


1.860 


12 


2.68 


.430/" 


3 re 2 V. 


.239 


5.79 


2.202 


13 


2.60 ■ 


.335 


3.39 


:..i79 


4.65 


1.667 


0-14 ' 


2.62 . 


.358 


3.54--^' 


.205 


5.60 


1.653 


15 


2.59 


.459 


S<37 


.216 


4.53 


1.888 


16 


3.31 


.317 


3.57 . 


.161 


1.84 


1.504 


17 


2.83 


.358-^ 


3.66 


.^72 


5.27 


1.904 


18 


3.15 


.393 


3.64 


.170 ^ 


3.25 


-.1.778 


19 


2.36 


.400 . 


3.20 


.208 


4.52 


1.734 


20 


2-55 


.413 


3.49 


.179 . 


5.55 . 


1.834 


21 


2. ,39 


.396 


3.28 


.1-97 


4.93 


1.660 


22 


2.47 


.345 


3.10 


.223 


3.42 


1.591 


23 . / 


2.51 


.359 


3.17 . 


-.213 


3.66 


1.435 


24 


2.37 


.320 


3.17 


.209 


4.36 


1.507 


25 


. 2.76 


.441 


3.51^^^ 


-.199 


4.50 


1.955 


—26 * 


2.48 


.386 


3.15 


.236 


3.67 


1.420 


27 


.2.34 


.344 


3 .15 


.213 


4.40 


1.596 


28 


2.89 


.391 N 


■3.4:. 


.209 


3.17 


1.516 


29 


2.53 


(.339 


3.35 . 


.187 


4.75 . 


i.629 


30 


2.63 


'.373 


,3.:44 


.18 6 


4.81 


1.684 


31 


3.05 


.328 


'3.49 


.186 


2.80 


1.401 


32 


3.09' 


..433 


3.74 


.141 


4.25 - 


2.315 


- 33 


2.75 


.376 


3.51 


.157 


4.63 


1.672 


.34 


2 .51 


.422 


3.36 


.192 


4 .^S^V-"^ 


1.736 


-35 


2.51 


.389 


3.28 


.219 


4.35 


1.667 


^36 


2.70 


.377 


3.33 


.19 5 


3.76 


1.681 . 


, 37 


2.64 


.365 


3.49 


.164 


5.12 


1.895' 


' 38 


2.53 


^.378 


"3-.-:58 


-209 


6.18 


1.930 


39 


2.49 


.331 


3^30 


.195 


4.60 


1.7Z3 


40 


2.70 


.405; 


3.S4 


.185 


5.11 


1^8 69" 


41 


2.76 


.454 


3.61 


.167 


5.27«, 


2.139 


42 


2 . 97 


.ni6 


3.63 


.170 


4.20""' 


1.925 


43 


'2.76 


.501 


3.51 ^ 


;i99 


:4V51 


2.112 


44 


2.77 


.347 


3.50 


.182 


■■■ 4.53 


1.473 


45 


3.12 ' 


.407 


3.68 . 


-.157 


3.65 


2.053 


46 


2.81 


.432 . 


3'r5'8'^ 


.109 


.4.81 


2.039 


47 - 


2.53 


.425 


3.45 


.191 


5.36 


1.822 


48 


2.79 ' 


.426 


3.63 


.167 


5.24 


2.075 


49 


2.82 


.424 


3.62 


.171 


5.00 


1.987 


50 


2.96 


.441 


3.68 


.188 


4.59 


2.169 




2V59 


.382" .3.43 I o 


.170 


' 4.95 


1.822 


52 


2.66 


.405 


3.50/ 


.188 


'5.06 


1.949 




Means and Standard Ueviotion^ of 
J)S and- Should Be Dimensions, rcid Intensitv Scores, 
by Item fo£ Stud'=?/'fts ' fi:d.«;pon'ses to 
Middle/Jr.. High Schools COirerall School) 

■ n = 60 ^ . :;\ 





Is Dimension 


Sho^i!?>?i Ac- 


Dimension 


I tent # 


Mea n 


S . D. 


Mean 


s.b. 


J 


^ m H J 


. 290 


3.29 


~ .lill 


2 1^ 


9 19 


• 270 


3.12 


.158 


3 


; 9 91 


. 236 


3.13 


.149 


4 


* 9 9 n 


947 


3.19 


147 


5 


o c ^ 

Z • D 3 . 


9R 4 


3.3 


is 6 


6 


Z.J? 


9R4 


3.2 


. 52 . 


7 


9 11 


. 259 


3.1. 


.36 


8 


O 1 A 


9S4 


3.1*1 


.r'47 


9 




. ^ u o 


3.03 


.137 


10 


^ n 1 ' 

Z • U 1 


1 Q7 

. ± 7 / 


2.90 


.135 


L. J. 


Q 1 . 


9m 

. Z J 3 


3.10 


/ .1^3 8 


■ 1 9 


- c . 
' -1 -J J 


91 

. Z J D 


3.19 


.168 


1 7 

± .3 


..1 


1 fil 


2.98 


.148 


14 




9^7 
. Z □ / 


3.01 


.165 




;^ O J 


977 


2.70 


.199 


16 


1 R 1 


.250 


2.66 


.142 


17 


9 in 


914 


3.J.5- 


.141 . 


18 


O 9 7 
Z • z / 


971 


3.09 


.185 


19 


1 R R 


. 272 


2.85 


.143 


20 


9 14 
Z • X 4 


. 244 


3.14 


.140 




1 Q 1 


. 237 


2.93 


il39 


22 




. 217 


2.87 


. 116 


23 


1 . / D 


. ^ U D 


2.57 


.172 




1 Q R 


. 245 


2.98 


.124 


25 


9 91 
Z • Z J 


.254 


3.11 


.146 


26 




.257 


2.57 


\ .201 


27 


1 Q n 


. 271 


.2.89 


.138 


28 "\ 


9 19 
Z • 1 z 


. 224 


.3.04 


.127 


29 


O 19 
Z • 1 Z . 


199 

. ± 7 £ 


2.95 


.157 


30 


•> in 
Z • 1 u. 


.210 


3.02 


.158 


31 ■ 


Z • 1 7 


T R 1 

. X o ± 


3.04 


.142 




o n 9 
z • uz 


.262 


3.07 


.155 ' 




i • 77 ; 


94 R 


3.02 


.147 


J *i 


2.00 ' 


.245 


2.98 


-151. 


35 


1. 93 


. Z4U 


2.87 


.134 


Jo 


2.14 


.215 


2/99 


.152 


37 


2.23 


.169 


;i ■ 3.00 


.137 


38 ' 


2.03 


^ .214 


1.14 


.168 


39 


2.25 


. .210 


p. 97 


.152 


40 


2.01 


.231 


/2.95 


.167 


41 


_ _ 2.14 


.259 


/A3.28 


.144 


42 


2.55 


.234 


.136 


43 


2.07 


.210 


3.01* 


.135 


44 


2.12 . 


' .232 


3.01 


• .149 


45 


2.26 


.267 


3.24 


.154 


47 


2.24 


.234 


3.13 


.151 


2.06 


.247 


3.08 


.152 


""48 ' 


2.21 


.277 


3.12 


.167 


49 


2.26 


.235 


3.19 


.144 


50 


^.30 


.264 


3.25 


.174 


51 


2.21 


.235 


3 . 12 


.158 




2.19 


.242 


3.16 


.138 



Intensity Score 



Mean 



S.D, 



4 


.75 


1. 4 56 


4 


.30 


1-. 143 


4 


.87 


1 .217 


5 


.28 


1.235 


4 


.39. 


1. 277 


t 


.81 


1.292 


? 


.07 


1. 120 


5 

5' 


.22 


1. 138 


.32 


1.318 


4 


135 


1.072 


5 


.^54 


1 - 3 07 


4 


.61 


1. 497 


4 




.899 


4 


.68 


1.167 


3 




. 673 


3 


.74\ 


. 925 


5 


.50 


1 . 231 


4 


. 35 


\ . 929 


4 


.63 


1.184 


5 


.27 


\ 1.368 


4 


. 89, 


,\ .966 


4 


.43 


1.066 


3 


. 53 


\ -07' 


4 


. 84 


' i rk 0 c 
. 1.073 


4 


.67 


\ 1 . 181 


3 


.58 


\ « 651 


4 


.67 


'1. Ill 


4 


.71 


1 .036 


4 


.18 


\ .982 


4 


.67 


1.112 


4 


.41 


!. 810 


5 


.30 


■ 1 . 3 0 


5 


.09 


1.00b 


4 


.83 


1L243 


4 


.49 


;842 


4 


.34 


lJ036 


4 


.03 


.1957 


5 


.68 


l.';4 35 


3 


.74 


1.099 


4 


.67 


1.239- 


5 


.04 


1.417 


4 


._2.4 


1.620 


4 


.74 


—1.041 


4 


.55 


I.1I39 


5 


.35 


1.3,56 


4 


.75 


1.163 


5 


.22 


1.322 


4 


.80 


1.471 


5 


.01 


1.115 


5 


.27 


lvl50 


'4 


.85 


1.060 


5 


.16 


1.465 



- ■ I . 
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Means and Standard Oeviations cf 
Is and Should Be Dimensions, and Intensity Scores 
by Item, for Students' Responses to 
High Schools (Overall Schcoi) 
n = 35' . 





Is -Dimension 


Should Be 


Dimension 


Intensity 


Score 


- — _ • 

Item"'# 


Mean 


S.D. 


Mean 


SvD. 


Mean 


S.D. 


1 


2.24 


.304 


2.32 


.177 


5.94* 


'1,786 


2 


2.13 


.324 


3 . 18 


.156 


5.48 


1.164 


3 


2.05 


.337 


3.20 


.188 


6 J 00 


1.637 


4 


1.97 


.290 


3.19 


.213 


/^6.28 


1.717 


5 


2.30 


.306 


3.39 


,231 


/ 6.15 


1.648 


6 


2.11 


.273 


3.28 


.228 / 


6.25 


1.549 


7 . 


1.91 


.315 


- 3.13 


.157 ' 


6.07 


1.242 


8 


1.84 


.338 


3.10 


.304 


6.20' 


2.042 


9 


. 1.73 


.278 


3.06 


.208 


6.34 


1.427 


10 


1.86 


.291 


2 ,95 


.278 


5.26 


1.785 


11 


1.72 


.310 


3.05 


.334 


6.36 


2.231 


1-2 


2.10 


.233 


3.21 


.368 


5.97 


2.583 


13 


1.99 


.204 


3.09 


.207 


5.56 


1 .078 


14 


1.96 


. 2l38 


3.11 


.193 


^5.86 


1 .035 


15 


1.63 


.292 


2.78 


.240 


5.07 


1.134 


16 


1.77 


.291 . 


2.86 


.190/^ 


4.97 


1.350 


17 


1.90 


.251 


3.18 


.247 


• 6w49 


1.569 


18 . 


2.11 


.305 


3;16 


^219 


5.47^ 


1.445 


19 . 


1.69 


.277 


'2.90 


- .296 


5,56 ^\ 


1^337 


20 


1.92 


.299 


3.27 


.223 


6.98 


1.898 


21 


1.72 


.290 


3.02 


.181 


6.09 


1.376^ 


22 


1.76 


.290 


2.93 


.174 


5.42 


1.075 


23 


1.63 


.241 


2.64 


.237 


4 .34 


3.091 


24 


1.70 


.309 


/ 2.96 


.236 


5.79 


1.39? 


25 


2.01 


:281 


3.17 


.249 


5.98 


1.449 


26 


1.51 


.240 


2.49 


.244 


3.95 


.865 


27 


1.70 


.302 


2.91 


.221 


5.52 


1.257 


28- ^ 


2.06 


.311 


3.05 


.322 


:;i5.09 


1.395 ■ 


29 


1.99 


.256 


3.00 


.242 


5.05 


1.427 


30 


2.09 


.295 


3.17 


.172 


5.61 


1.324 


31 


2.10 


.232 


3.08 


.233 


5.10 


1.378 


32 


1.88 


.282 


3.16 


.168 


6.42 


1.369 


33 


1.84 


.277 


3.12 


.191 


6.34 


1.223 


34 ' 


1,81 


.247 


3.13 


.171 


6.49 


1.37.1 


35 


1.70 


.271 


:^.94 


.192 


5.69 


1 .148 


1 36 


2.00 


.298 


3 . 07 


.loo 




JL . J J 


37 


2.09 


.307 


3.09 


.175 


5.12 


1.298 


38 


1.88 


.280 


3.19 


.327 


6.66 


2.345 


39 


2,08 


.238 


3.00 


.236 


4.65 


1.279 


40 


' \. t2 


.2B2 


3.08 


.1-71 


€.15 


1.476 


41 


; .90 


.234 


3.22 


.229 


6.71 


1.750 


42 
43 


.42 


.290 


3.33 


.251 


5.36 


1.491 ' 


1.87 


^ .300 


3.05 


.237 


5.80 


1.313 


44 


1.99 


.239 


2.98 


.296 


5.17 


1.296 


45 


2.12 


.311 


3.3a 


".233 


6.34 


1.912 


46 


-2.03 


.313 


3.20 


.20(^ 
.14 J 


' . 6.07 


1.463 


47 


1.85 


.307 


3.18 


' 6.63 


1.203 


48 


1.97 


.304 


3.19 


.213 


6.28 


1.503 


49 


2.04 


.259 


3.26 


.262 


. 6-.51 ■ 


1.702 


50 


2.16 


.291 


3.34 


.161 


/ 6U3 


.1.551 


^ J. 


2.04 


.282 


3.16 


.255 


5i80 


1.711 


52 


J..99 


.345 


3.24 


.215 


6i53 


1.710 
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Means and Standard Deviations of 
Is and Should .Be Dimensions, and Intensity Scores, 
by Item for Non-Students Responses to 
Elementary Schools (Overall School) 

n = 23--^^ 

Is Dimension ' Should Be Dimension - Intensity Score 
/L S.D.-: Mean S..D..I> . Mean S.D. 



-Item-S Mean^ 



1 3. 
2 



^.43 .387-* 3.81 .157 ^ 2.58 , 2.055 

2.87 .456 3.57 .187 4.31 2.135 

3 3.00 .416 .3.60 .167, 3.85 2.028 

4 3.14 .476 3.72 .169 3.76 2.500 

5 . 3 .28 .485 3.-83 .128 3.78 2.673 

6 2.78 .527 3.57 .194^ 4.78 2.414 

7 2.67 .433 3.45 .203\^ 4.65 2.384 

8 2.92 .457 3.57 .227 4.09 2.386 

9 2 94 .494 3.60 .189 4.12 2.495 

10 2.78 .429 3.53 .233 . 4.58 2.194 

11 2.76 .481 ■■ 3. 52 .186 4.60 2.428 

12 2.93 .468 3.71 .159 5.00 2.322 

13 . 2.75 .424 3.44 .204 4-.09 2.216 
14- . 2.76 .419 3:61 • .195 5.31 1.929 

15 2.80 .542 ■ 3.45 .218 3.85 2.544 

16 3 39 .'367 3.63 .188 1.71 1.660 .■ 

17 2.96 .436 3.69 .209 4.70 2.378 

18 • 3.34 .415 ■ 3.73 .161 2.59 2.11? 

19 2.57 .438 3.27 .206 3.95 2.196 

20 2.37 .479 3.61 .182 5.11 2.431 

21 2.60 .467 3.38 .221 4.54 2,227 

22 2.65 .433 3.17 .254 .,..., 2.93 2.054 

23 .2.69 .360 3.23 .227.;-: ,3.12 ... .708 

24 2 57 .337 3.24 ..238 3.83 1.723 

25 3 00 .549 3.61 .200 . "^-•-3„.78 2.S40 
II 2 61 .424 3.25 ' .229 . 3''r2^^ 1 . 8 SO 

27 2.50 .401 3.22- .215 '4 . 04 r^-^2 . 037 

28 3.14 .414 3. 5.5 .217 - 2.64 i.626 

29 2.78 .339. 3.39 .245 3.76 l.b2S-=^. 

30 2.77 .409 3.50 .181 4.44' 2.165 

31 3.27 .374 3.60 .193 2.23 , 1.583 

32 3.22 .519 3.77 .127 3.57 2.857 

33 2.94' .434 3.58 .168 ' 3.99 „ 2,185 " 

34 2.74 .512 3.45 .200 .. 4-.17 2.X89 = 

35 2.72 .492.. 3.37 .255 . 3.77 1.986 - 

36 2.87 .464 3.40 ;; .234 3.19 '1.997 

37 2.81 .442 3.53 ■ .190 . 4.44 2.>35? 

38 2 67 - .476 3.63. ' .172 5.84 2.282 

39 ' 2.62 .383 3.33.. ' .257 4.10 2.117. . 

40 2:89 .482- _ 3.62-., .189,. 4_.59_.. ■..2.2S6 

2 97 .551 3.7 0 .158 4.65 

ti I 21 459 3.73 .164 3.45 2.320 

A 3 05 .503 3.61. .201 3.48 2.C92 

J... 1:11 :442 ■ 3. .59' .183 ■ 4.18 1.804 

^5 3 35 .441 ■ 3.76 . .14.6 2.77 2.413 

il l.ol ' .492 3.68 .208 4.19 2.6U 

47 2.76 .502 3.55. .181 4.79 x...:G5 . 

48 3.05 -. .491 ,3.73 -. .175 .438 2.^ = 5 

49 3.09 . .507 3.72 .-143 4.11 2.538 

50 3.17 ■ ■ .526 - 3.77 .153 3.95 2.5^. ^ 
CI •? 75 -44^ 3.47 5 . 198 4 .36 2.0 ^1 . 
52 .2:91 '.459 3.57 .,.172 4.11 2. 1^1 
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' ' Means and Standard Deviations of 

Is and Should- Be- Dimensions, and Intensity Scores, 
r by Item for Non-Students** Responses to 

\ Middle/Jir. High Schools (Overall School). 

n = 60 ^ 



Is Dimension Should Be Dimension Intensity Score 



Item * 


Mean 


S.D. 


..Mean 


;.„.S,D. 


! 1 


3,28 


- ,246 


. 3,74 


.108 


2 


2,56 


.330 


3.46 


.176 


3 . 


2.67 


,;?o 


3 ,51 


.146- ' 


4- 


2.85 


.3^0 


3.62 


,132 


5 


3,03 


.363 


3.79 


.108 


6 


2.47 


,306 


3.48 


.130 


7 


2.41 


.321 


3,35 


• 158 


8 


2 ;'5.7 


,307 


3.44 


.148 


9 


2.6i* . 


' .309 


3,45 


'^.152 


10 


2,44 


/ p285 


3 .37 


.183 


11 


2.49 


\.271 
.313 


3.4 4 


.13 8 "'^ 


12 


2.58 


3.62 


.' .119' 


13 


2.55 


• .223 


3,37 '^^ 


1 .154 


14 


2,52 


.252 


3. .51 ' 


\ ,17-3- 


15 


2.49 


.356 


3.34 


.219 


16 


3,23 


.293 


3.53 


.144. 


-17 


2,75 


.318 


3.63 


.171 


18 


3.06- 


.353 


3,59 


.170 


19 


2.-27 


.318 ' 


3 ,16 


.193 


20 


2.46 ' 


' .328 


3.44 


.136 


.21 


2^32 


.324 


' 3.26 


.167 


22 


2.40 


.268 


3,07 


T-;2I3 


23 


2,42 


.304 


3,12 


.212 


24 


2,30 


.254 


3,14 


.206 


25 


2,67 


,307 


3.45 


- .170 


26 


2,41 


,284' 


\3,.ll 


* .192 


27 


2.29 


.283 


3^.13 


,227 


28 ' 


2. 80 


.308 


3,36 


.183 


29 


2,43 


,,258 


3.31 


.116 


30 


2,53 


.329 


3.39 


.182 


31 


2,96 , 


.228 


3,42 


.154 . 


32 


3.00 


,401 


3.73 


.123 


33 


2.65 K 


; .310 


. 3,47 


.136 


34 


'2,44 


.345 


:L. >:32""-"- 


.2or r- 


35 


2,46 , 


• 109...- 


' 3.26 


36 


-2.153 


. ,282 


3.29 


.172 


37 


2.5V 


.301 


3.46 .. 


- .161 . \ 


38 


2.4 9> 


,297 


. 3.56 


.145 


39 


^^>45 


.282 


. ,3.28 
3.51 


,173 
.152 




-2.63 


.337 




2.69. 


.383 


" 3 . 57 


,156 




2.88 


.346 


3.57 


.162 


-43 


2.62 


.461 


3-46 


.194 


H 


2.69 


.275 


3.43 


.171 


45 


3,03 


.341 


3-63 


.148 


46' 


2.71 


.358 


3.55 . 


.191 


47 . 


2.45 


.345 


3-39 


.iaa ' 


48 


2.7 2 


,336 


3.58 


.127 * 


4» 


2.74 


.322 


3.60 


.111 , 


50 


2,92 


.380 




.123 


51 


2.53 


.304 


3,41 


.146 


S2 


J-56 


.325 


3.44 


.184 



Mean 



S.0. 



3 
5 
5 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4 
5 

6 
4 

-5 
4 
2 
5 
3 
4 
5 
5 
3 
3 

' 4 
4 
3 
4 
3 
4 
5 
2, 
4 
4. 

4< 
3; 
5-. 
6. 
4. 
5. 
5. 
4. 

4, 
3, 
5, 
5. 
5. 
5. 
4. 
5. 
5. 



.23 

•JO 

.13. 
.88 
.06 
,95 
.36 
.15 
.98 
.33 
.56 
,40 
.86 
.-93- 
,86 
.08 
,50 
,45 
.78 
;71 
,18 
.63 
.85 
,57 
,75 
.85 
.49 
.3'8 
.9f; 
.03 
.95 
.IS 
.92 
..9.6.-. 
.54 
.90 
.24 
.41 
.69 
.29 
.38 
.34 
.8^^ 
.51 
.91 
.16 
,42 
.35 
.34 
,67 
,15 
,26 



1,661 
1,662 

^,303 

:i.;S45 

.2.073 
1,470 
l.«v04 
1, 

1,611 
1,423 

1:356 • 

1,830 
1.419 

-1-4 91 
1.396 
1.481 
1,869 
1,554 
1,382 
1,521. 
1,369 
1,313 
1,272 
1.522 
1.628 
1.160 
1.484 
1.393 
1,605 
1,450 
1,328 
2,196 
1,358 

.-1%"€13^" 
1.546 
: 564 
^ .763 
1.655 
1,563 
1.763 
2,006 
1,664 
2:144 
1,355 
1,879 
1.669 
1.635 

* i;670. . 
1.564 
1.920 
1,675 
1.645 
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• Means" a'nd^tandard Deviations of ''' 
is and Should Bp^imensions, and Intensity Scores, 
by ! I tenf^or. Non-Students ' Responsr^s 
to" High Schools (Overall School) 
n ='35 



■5 


Is Dimension 


Should Be 


Dimension 


Intensity Score 


Item # 


Mean ;.. 


- sVd. 


Mean 


S . D • 


Mean - 


S.D. 


1 


3.28 


.242 


"3.75 


.109 . 


3 .27 


1.240 


' 2 


2.51 


.280 


3.44 


TOO 


5. '47 


l.lnOl 


3- 


2.58 


.294 


3.47" 


.131 


5.33 


1. 276 


4 


2.85 


.330 


3.62 


. 117 


4.91 


1.677 


5 


3.00 


.358 


3.74 


• z44 ' 


4.90 


2. 021 




2.39 


.358 


3.38 


. lyy 


5 . 67 


1 .476 




2.27 


.290 


3.28 


1 £ Q 

.loo 


5.56 . 


1. 277 


8 


2.42 


.367 


3 . 3z 


O O Q 


5.09 


1.786 


9 ; 


2.62 


.356 


3,45 


.155 


4.94 


1. 607 


10 


2.37 


' .346 


3,28 


. 2.99 


5.14 


a 1.992 


11 


2.4 4 


.390 


3.35 




5.20 


1.700 


12 


2.54 


.430 


3.49 


.352- 


5.63 


2.3 60 


13 


2.52 


.320- 


3.36 


.17 6 


4 .84 


1.252 


14 


2,59 


.364 


3 .50 ■ 


.230 


5.50 


1^583 


15 


2.49 


- .416 


3.34 


. 191 


\ 4 .80 


1.491 


16 


3.34 




3.56 


.124 


1.54 


1.346 


17 


2.78 


.282 


3^ 3.65 


.113 


5.50 


1.311 


18 


.3.06 


.369 


3 .61 


.141 


3,56 


4/617 


19 


2.24 


.362 


3:16 ~ 


.210 


4.89 


r.476 


20 


2.43 


.347- 




""■^'"■"'l"l'7v3 


-5-.82-^. 


1.449 


21 


2.2 8"^ 


^ .325 


\ 3.22 


.167. 


5.05 


1.295 


22 


2,37 , 


.270 


' 3 .06 


. .187 


3 .71 


1.236 


23 


. 2.44 


357 


3.16 


.175 .\ 


3.93 


1.240 


24 


2,26 


.303 


3\14 


.151 


\ 4 , 67 


^ 1.147 


25 


1.64 


.404 


3.45 


.192 


\ 4.82 


1.626 


26 


2.36 


.383 


3.07 


.233 ^ 


\ 3.78 


1.192 


27 


2.23 


.299 


3.12 


.168 


. 67 


1 . 1 47 


2S 


2.74 


.343 


3.32 


.162 


3. "41 


1.446 


29 


2 . 41 


.281 


3.34 


. 139 


5.33 


1.137 


30 


- 2.61 


.358 


3.42 


.179 


4.83 


1.454 


31 


i2.96 


.295 


3.46 


.171 


3.19 


1.157 


32 


3.06' 


.354 


3 .70 


.167 


4.23 . 


1.697 


33 


- 2.67 


.328 


3 . 47 


.141 


4.88 


1 :392 


34 


2.35 


.319 


3,32 , 


.15/ 




X m X J \I 




2.37 


.284 


3.23 


.179 


4.76 


1.368 


36 


2.59 


:.341 


3.31 


.14 5\ 


4.20 


1.370 


^7 


2^.50 


' .274 


3.48 


.129 \ 


5.76 


1.221 


38 


. 2i. 4 2 


.319^ 


' ' 3.48 


.287 


V _6 . 22. 


1.80.0 


39 


-2.-3.9 


.302 


. ■< 3.30 


.138 


\ 5.06 


1.341' 


4P 


2.58 


.327 


3.48 


.181 . 


\5.36 


1.534 


41 


2.63 


.336 


3.57 


.144 


5^.72 


1.503 


42 


2.85 


.374 


3.60 


.141 


4.74 


1.645 


4-3 


2.66 


.445 


2.49 


.159 


4.95 


1.849 


4j} 


2.72 . , 


.270 


3.49 


. .154 


4.76. 


1.114 


45 


3.01 


.367 


3.65 


.149 


4.12 


1.651 


.46 


2.63 


.371 


3.51 


.206 


5.00 


1.747 


47 . 


2.3 8 




' 3.40 


.163 


5.81 


1.276 


48 


. 2.6;S 


.325 


3.57 


.156 


5.78.^ 


1.522 


49 


2.66 




5.54 


.203 


5.40 


1.641- 


40 


2.8^: 


.333 


3.61. 


.244 


4.86 


1.691 


51 




;355 


— 3 ;40 


.169 


5.31 


1.632 


52 


2.54 


.342 


3.49 


.175^. 


5.65 


1.563 



";i73r"""'7"' 
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Means and Standard Deviations/d^f 



Is and Should Be Dimensions, and -Intensity^Scores, 
by. Item for All Responses (Other Ce]0:ified Staff) 
to the- Overall System Level 
(Superintendents/Central Office) 
n = 118 / J 



Is Dimension 



Should Be D^jnension Intensity Score . 



Item # 



Mean 



S.D. 



Mean 



S.D. 



Mean 

/ . 



S.D, 



1 
2 

4_ 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
-14 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 . 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28. 

29 

30 

31 

-32 
3'? 
34 
35 
16. 
3-^ 

'38 

-39 • 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 



3.17 
2.54 
2.5'3 
2.77 
2t93 
2.32 
2.27 
2.31 
2.54 
2.29 
2.35 
2.61 
2.45 
2.52 
2.3 4 
3.27 
2.69 



.582 
.684 
.627 
.669 

-67,2_ 
.744 , 



94 
18 
30 
18 



2.78. 
2.39/ 

\ 2.2-3 
2<^^53 
2.23 
2.12 
\ 2.76 
\2.43 

^ 2^46 
\2.'8 9 

-3.02" 
2.63 
2 .23" 
2.28 
' 2.61 
2.48 
2.34 
2.31 
i.59 
^2.S8 
2; 92 
2.42 
2.74 
2.99 
2.56 
2.26 

. 2.64 

\ 2.56 
2.8 2 
2.41 
2.49 



.644 


3.36 


i652 


/3.38 


^636 


/ 3.35 


:587 


/ 3.40 


:672 


/ ; 3.39^ 


.740 


/ -3.66 


' .548 , 


/ -'3.31 


.625/ 


3.42 


.lay 


• 3.29 


.47^ 


3.48 


.601 


3. 65 




3.54 


/587- 


3.12 


/ .627. 


' 3.39 


">540 


3.17 


.512 , 


2.95 


.670 ^ 


3.12 


.556 


3.08 


.633 


3.35 


.618 


2.99 


.553 


3.10 


' .662 ^ 


3.31 


.524 


3.25 


.705 


3.38 


.592 


3.38 


— V520"~ 


—^3.66 


.666 


3.41 


.579 


3 . 24 


.512 


3.14 


.637 


3.27 


.628 


/ 3.47 


.652 


3.48 


.567 


/ 3.25 


.604 / 


3-49. 


.652 / 


S.57 


.697 


3.59 


.700 


3.35 


.615 


3.47 


.640 


.^a.58 


.651 


' • 3:47. 


.665 


,3.41 


.644 


3.59 


' .626 


3.57 


.662 


3.64 


.63 5 


3.33 


.635 


3.46 



.303 
-.403 
" .375 
.363 
.277 
.448 
.416 
.409 
.468 
.438 
.422 
.382 
.486 
, .437 
.559*^ 
.390 
.358^ 
.405/ 
.480' 
.383 
.481 
.512 
.516 
.526 
.522 
.476 
.459 
-.483. 
:.481 
.428 
.441 
:377 
.442 
.508 
.4 65 
.463 
.449 
.387 
-.479 
' .407 
.349 
.406 
.512 
.407 
\383 
.422* 
.444 
.383 
.378 
.344 
.482 
.422 





' 3.108 


/ n9 

/ D . U ^ 


J . 17 ± V 


Dm/'* 


J . D J U 




J . 4 Q J. 




e P 7 9 




J . o u u ■ 


Z> . ^ J 


/J . 3 z J. 


3 . o Q 


"XOA 


4 ■ OJ. 


/ 3 . 227 

/ J . / ->*t 


D . ^ J. 


^ 1 A 






1 tin A 


A Q Q • 


0 Q nn 


t; OA 


J . J. J o 


A 'Ti 


J . J D / 


-> 1 . O O 


1 Q ^ 

J. ■ 9 ^3 


C Q 
3 . oD 


1 Ci'XA^ 

O mp J 4 


" 7 10 


T n7^ 


A Q 1 


n (\A 

J ■ U Q4 


c Q 0 ■ 




■ c o c 
D , Zd 


i . JlI ■ 


O C Q 
J . DO 




3 O *> 


O Q DP 


A C A 

4 . d4 


O . U DD 


A 

4 . OD 


J . z uo 


J > o / 


n H7 


• c 1 
D . U 1 


7 nAn 


J . 1 O ' 


Z • V n Z 


A "7 C 
■ 4 . /D 


7 9 Q 1 • 
J • Z 3 J. 


c n'i ' 
D . U J 


J • ZUl 


O 01 


9 lAA 
Z ■ / ** 4 


A on 

4 . Z\J 


9 Q Q 1 
Z ■ 9 9 J 


4 . 52 


2.989 


5.53 


3.182 


4.64 


3.121 


3.71 


2.832 


5.88 


3 .847 ' 


5.36 


3.591 


. 5.22 


3.414 


5.33 


3,098 


5.88 


3.482 


4.06 


3.523 


5.13 - 


3.771 


4.41 


3.315 


3.71 . 


^ 3.054 


5.27 C 


'r.19 3 


6.20 


3.497 


5.63 


3.284 


5.93 


3.504 


4.96 


3.560 


5.15 


3.355 


5.60. 


3.630 
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Means and standard Deviations of 
Is and Should Be Dimensions, and Intensity Scores, . 

by Item for Other Certified staff Responses 
from All Elementary schools to Overall System Level 

• {-supeir4rn-feendent/Central--.0f-f-ice) ■ : — — 

. ■ n = 23 



Is Di mension ghn uld Be Dimension 



Item ft 


Mean 


O . JJ . 






1 


'3.31 




76 


" — 3 97" 


2. 


2.84 


91 q 

• ^ A 17 


73 


.373 


3 


2,83 




59 


. 43 0 


.4 


2.92 


• 878 


72 


3 93 


5 . > 


3.12 ' 


• o ^ o 


T 8 5 


317 

. J X / 


6 


o c c 


1 . 028 


3.52 


.548 


7 


' 2.54 


.7 84 


\ 48 


. 452 


8 




. 8 63 


49 


.477 


■ n 

y 


^ • 7 y 


- 6^ 1 
• yj . X 


3.40 


. 539 


10 


2.50 


.7 87 


30 


.584 


11 


2.70 


.7 05 


■3 3 8 


. 461 


12 


2.70 


. O O I 


T2 


R93 


13 


2.65 


. 646 


36 


. 612 


14 


2.78 


7 91 


3 6 


• J *■ X 


15 


2 . 60 


. 7 O 0 




f^R 4 

. w o *t 


16 


3.27 






Sd9 
. J *i £ 


17 


2.77 


7 fi c 


62 


4 34 


18 


3 .03 


fin 


5 8 

J.JO 


471 


19 


2.38 


» v;> J 


"3 24 


• J ^ u . 


20 


2.61 


Rl 7 


45 
J.I-' 


. 4 64 


21 


.33 


> ooo 


29 


. J O 7 


22 


2.41 ^ 


• o / ^ 


9 92 


• D i 


"23 


2.77 


.• O p D 


"3 48 


4 7 fl 


24 


2.60 


fi A R - 


36 


R4n 


25 


2 . S7 


7 flQ 




.560 


26 


2 . 53 


7 n*; 


'-5 10 


..O.X ' 


27 


2 . 24 


7 h"? 


T 3 0 


4 7 3~' 


28 


3 .16 


7 fi"? 


45 
J.I"' 


RS7 


29 


2.61 


. 0 


17 


611 

. O X J> 


30 


2.88^, 


907 


3 53 


.476 


31 


3.05 


.700 


3 . 38 


.437 . 




3 .06 


6 07 


3.70 


. 427 


33 


3.13 


.*658 


3.55 


[437 


34 


2.50 


.63 0 


3.38 


' .464 


35 


2.54 


.578 


3.17 


.480 


36 


2.82 


.740 


3.27 


.506 


37 ; 


2.56 


.585 


3.33 


.614 


. 38 


2.6i 


.777 


_ 3.42 


.433- 


39 


2 . 4 0 


. .567 


3.12 


.593 


.40 


2.83 


.842.. 


3.61 


.■425 


41 


,2.72 


.952 


■ 3.69 


.396 


42 


3.11 


.921 


3.62 


.461 


43 


2.52 


.816 


3.24 


.666^ 


44 


2.80 


.768 


3.47 


.453 


45 


3.21 


' .671 


3.49 


.464 


46 


2.78 


.8 94 ,v 


■3.41 


.445 


47 


2.55 


.836 V 


. 3.49 


.480 


48 


2.82 


.751.' 


3.70 


.427 


49 


2.80 


.759 V' 


3.59 


.453 


SO 


2*.95 


.817? ' 


3.55 


- .461 


51 


2.45 - 


.618' ; 


3.21 


.643 


52 


.2.70 : 


-763; : 


3.40 


.468 



Intensity Score 
Mean S.D.ffl 



.19 
.38 
.54 
,74 
,52 
,13 
,48 
,50 
,62 
,58 
,10 
.08 



4.19 
3.41 
3.47 
1.49 
5.06 
3.61 
4.78 
4.71 
5.30 
.3.03 
3.95 
4:39 
3.67 



3. 
5. 
1. 
3. 
3. 



31 
65 

j4 
61 



1.86 
4.18 
2.78 
4.99 
3.49 
2.44 
5.22 
4.45 
4.23 
4.53 
5.50 
2.81 
3.97 
4.08 
1-. 65 
3.32 
5.22 
'5.42 
'4i'68 
3.46 
'4.28 
4.1^7 



3.212 
4.608 
4.327 
4.535 
4.620 
5.032 
4.872. 

4.3 75' 
3.226" 
4.411 
3.854 
5.108 

.3.587 
. 3.645^ 
4.524 
2.457 
4.170 
3.643 
4.226 
4.573 
• 4.841 
3.704 
3.431 
3.970 
3.761 

^'^.7 28 
^2.7 02 

3.8 69 

. 3.854 
2.889 
3v202 
3,333 

4.4 63 
3.958 

' 3,031 
4.374 

4.2 21- 

4.083 
3.510 
4,819 
3.941 
4.514 
. 4.157 
-2-571 
3. '471 
4.42.5 
4.217 
4.193 
4.061 
3.941 
4.304 
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Means and Standard Deviations of 
Js and Should Be Dimensions, arid Intensity Scores, 
by ItGm for Other Certified Staff Responses from all 
Middle/Jr, High School-s to Overall System Level 
(Superintendent/Central Office) 

n 60 " ' ' 



Is Dimension 



Should Be Dimension 



Item# 



(lean 



S,D, 



Meari 



S.D.f 



Intensity Scora 
Mean S.D.- 



1 
2 
3 
4 

5. 

6 

7 

8 

9 
10 
11 
12, 
13 
14 

\IS. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 
'22 

23 

24 

-^5 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

^ 34~ 

35 

36 

37\ 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 * 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

52 



3.06 

2.47 

2.38 

2.69 

2.88 

2.28 ^ 

2.21 

2,24 

2.47 

2,27 

2,25 

2.56 ' 
~2t45 

2.43 
^2-r29 

3.23 

2.64 

2.94 

2.18 

2.26 

2.16 

2.27 ' 
_2.35 

2.09 

2.45 

2.20 

2.15 

2.68 

2.47 

2.35 . 

2.87 

3.04- 

2.53 

2.14 

2.29 

2.57 

2.46 

2.23 

2.22 
■ 2; 51 

2.56 

2.87 

2.40 

2.66 

2.39 

2.46 

2.15 

5.56 

2.49 

2.74 

2l40 

2.46 



.613 
.542 
.585 
.634 
.619 
.662 
.551 
.583. 
.660 
.553 
.620 
.727 
-r5e0- 
.553 
.738 
.465 
."^62 

.62^ 
.568 
.508 
.477 
.624 
.521 
.588 
.611 
.515 
.639 
.466 
.630 
.564 
.485 
.621 
.567 
.490 
.617 
.678 
.591 
.585 
\.481 



548 



.621 

.682 

.490 

.595 

.526 

.601 

.556 

.552 ' 

.638 

.640^ 

.623 



3.73 
3.49 
3.50 
3.61 
3.78 
3.48 
3.34 
3.39 
3.28 
3.38 
3.39 
3.63 
-r.-31- 
3.38 
3.17 
3.49 
3. Si 
52 
3.04 
3.35 
3.07 
2.91 
3.02 
2.97 
3.23. 
2.96 
3.07 
3.29 
3.20 
3.35 
3.43 
3.67 
3.37 
3.20 
3.10 
3*25 
3.55 
3.52 
3.30 
3.42 
3.49 
3.55 
3.3^3 
3.39 
3.57 



3.46 
3.32 
3.54 
3.55 
3.69 
3.38 
3.45 



.296 
.398 
.363 
13 94 
.317 
.389 
.428 
.358 
' .438 
.359 
.462 
.357 
-7439 
.436 
.600 
.344 
,372 
.4 06 
.510 
.334 
.474 
.472 . 
.505 
• .53,1 " 
.546 
.479 
.444 
.491 
.507 
428^ 
.433 
.365 
.462 
• -^■454 
.478 
.446 
.376 
.370 
.495 X. 
.428 



.354 
.1419 
.468 
396 
.377 
.461 
.449 
.343 
.357 
.284 
.377 
V435 



4.36 
5.93 
6.39 
5.69 
5.72 
6.72 
6.17 
6.31 
, 4.39^ 
6.vll 
'6.26 
6.20 
4.84 
5.59 
4.65 
1.95 
5.93 
3.59 



.39 
.94 
.76 

.30 



3.42 
4.63 
4.64 
3.78 
4.72 
3.53 
4.61 
5.49 
3.56 
4.20 
4.80 
5.60 
4.38 
3.74 
6.39 
7.2V 
5.85 
5.37 
5.49 
4.20 
5.07 
4.43 
4.4 2 
5.92 
6.22 
5.77 
6.26 
5.76 
5.-39 
5.66 



3,217 
3.587 
3.416 
3.431 
3 .538' 
2.744 
3.829, 

.2^e54 
2.962 
3.526 
3.183 
3.620 
2.708 
3.111 
3.049 
1.877 
3.:448 
2.801 
2.914 
2.726 
2.769 
2.654 
2.540 
2.760 
2.986 
2.637 
2.861 
2.928 
3.150 
3.164 
2.426 
2,792r 
2.442 
2.788 
2.382 
2.594 
3.789 
3 . 110 
3.361 
2;941 
3.018 
3.626 
3.384 
2.891 
3:078 
2.933 

.3.342 
2.707 
3.435 
3.408 
2.915 
3.458 



-126. 
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Means and Standard Deviations of 
IS and Should Be Dimensions, and Intensity Scores, 
by Item for Other Certified Staff Responses from 

all High Schools to Overall System Level 
■ ' (Superintendent/Central Office) 

. n = 35 ■ 



IS Dimension 


■ Should ra. 




-A.il U^*'0^ 


Score 


Mean 




Mean 


S.D. 


Wean 


..S.D. 




.521 


3.77 


.249 


3.97 


2.936 


2:4i2 


.632 


3.55 


..'403 


6.57 


3.7 71 


2.48 


.559 


3.50 


.347 


5.88 


2.932 


2.75 


.572 


3.60 


.308 • 


5.22 


2.809 


2.87 


.638 


3.86 


.204 


6.2^5 


3.-723 


2.1.7 


.542 


3.49 


.449* 


7.36 . 


3.111 


2.20 


.623 


3.31 


.383 


5.86 


3.493 


2.12 


.467 


3.30 


- .403 


6.33 


3.031 


2.43 


.551 


3.42 


, .4 59 


5.71 


3.205 


2.19 


.465 


3.48 * 


.416 


7.30 


3.348 


2.25 


.662 


3.40 


.'368 ' 


6.26 


3.831 


2.62 ; 


.685 


3.68 


.292 


6.29 


3,568 


2.35 . \ 


.449 


3.32 


.416 


5.49 


2 ..5 5 1. 


2.49 


. 626 


3.51 


.354 


5.85 


2.425 


2.24 


.714 


3.28 


.423 


5.44 


2.635 


3.31 . 


.3 93 


3.53 


.325 


1.60 


1.727 


2.71 . 


.525 


3.67 


^ .296 


5.95 


3.421 


2.85 


. 645 


3.51 


.365 


3.93 


3.030 


2.06 


.494' 


3.15 


.367 


5.56 


2.366 


.2.19 


.522 


3.38 


.377 ■" 


6.49 


2.912 


2; 12 ■ 


.510 


3.21 . 


.432 


5.77 . 


2.787 


" %2\20 - 


.521 


3.01 


,.508 


4.19 ^. 


-3.183 


2.17 


.471 


3.00 


^.468 


4.30 /- 


2.960 


2.15 


.451 


3.04 


.469 


4.60 




/ 2.40 


. 585 


. 3...36 


.472 


5.37 


2.976 


' 2.10 


.522 


2.96 


.376 


4.26 


3.148 


2.02 


.497 


\ 3.01 


.452 


4.94 


2.880 


2.61 


. 532 


3.26 


.430 


O.70 


2.631 


2.29 


.564 . 


• 3.36 


.349 


5.88 


2.7 08 


. 2.36 


.566 


3.33 


.390 


5.40 


2.696 


2.81 


.555 


3.34 


.465 


3.18 


3.iJ22 


2 . 9 6 


.526 


3.63 


• .35j 


4.27 


3.118 


2.44 


.588 


3.39. 


-.421 


5.32 


3.ris 


2.18 


.540 


3.19 


.592 


5.72 


2.741 


2.13 


. 450 


. 3.18- 


; -462 


'5.59.. 


3-140 


2.55 


.583 


3.31 


\. .4 72 


4.39 


2.840 


2.46 ^ 


:::_6JL6 


3.49 


■390 ' - 


5.90 


3.578 


2.32 


.618 


3.50 




6.59 


3.404. 


2.3 6 


.559 


3.30 ^ 


->S4 . 


5.15 


3.048 


2.55 


.528 


3.51. 


/367 
/-291 


. 5.70:- 


3-a51 


2.55 


.535 


3.55 


'^.-19 


2:7 61 


2.88. 


.618 


3-62. 


.356 


\ 4.58 


3-095 


2-42 , . 


.658 


° 3.44 


. 457 


5.76 


3.636 


2.79 


.631- 


3.52 


.382 


4.40 


3-099 


2.95 


. 669 ^ 


' 3.61 


.335 


4.02 


2.818 


2.56 


.589" 


3.51- 


-361 


5.57'' ,. 


2-781 


2.28 


.598 


3.47 


.404 


6.65 


2.. 924 


2.66 


.661 


2.58 


. .385 


5.45 


3.212 


2.53 


.599 


3.58 


.349 


6.19 


2-965 


2,81' 


.601 


3.6^4 ■ 


.306 


5 . 11 


3/. 0^80. 


:.44 


.625 


3.37 


.481 


5.27^ ■ : 


3f-370 


- 2 .38- — 


.584 


/3.51 


.388 




4.099 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5" 

6 

• 7 

8 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 ' 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
^4 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51. 
52 
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APPENDIX G ^ 

Practical Utility Study 

'3 




ERIC 



>[ANN-WHITNEY. U TESTS 



HYPOTHE'SIS 1.1 ■ : . V 

RESPONDENT GROUP - Students ' 

/■ / ^. V - ■ • • ■ - ^ • ■ . 

^RESPONSE LEVEL - Principal and School ^Leadership Team j 
^ ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - CoTninunication 

RO -(8) (3) i ' (4) (3)' (2) (1). (9) (6) (7) 

E Scoresr -4.17 -5.05 -4-.65 -4.59 -5.18. -5.30 -3.10 -4.4,1 -4.18 

'C Scores -0.48 +1.57 -6.53' -0.35 +1.07 +0.10 -1.67 -1.27 +0.41 

RO (13)^ (18) (12) (14)'^ (17) (15) • (10) (11) (L6) 

(n2 +1) ■ n^ = number of E Scores ; 

" ' ~ -iXi^ - number of C Scores 

U - n^ +. ^ . ■ 2 . ^2 ^""^ ranks, assigned to the 

_. — ^'n^'-g roup- — 

u = 0 ■ . . " ^ • , , . • : 

Critical Value of U (alpha = ^05, n = 9; n^ = 9) = 21 ' 
RESULT - Reject and accept . " ^ ^ . ^ " ' [ . . ' ' 



HYPOTHESIS 1.1- 

RESPONDENT GROUP - Students 



RESPONS.E LEVEL - Principal and School Leadership Team ^ \ ' ^ . 
OrBaNIZATIONAI. PROCESS - Control ^ ' ' 

RO (5) (1) (8) I C6) (7) (3) (9) (4) (2) , 

E Scores -4.25 -4.92 '-3.43 -4.20. -3.91 -4.70 -3.05 -4.36 -4.81 

C Scores -1.67 +2.45 -1.53 -1.36' -0.21 -0.81 -1.12 +0.69 +0.75 / 

RO (10) (18) (11) (12) (15) (14) ' (13) (16) (IZ.) ^ / 



^2 ^ ^1 ^"^^^^ of E Scores - 

_ _ " n2 - number of C Scores \ J ' 

^1 ^2 ' 2 "-^ / ^2 "^.^""^ ranks assigned to -the ; 

u = 0; ' . /" ' - _ ; ; " 

Crit^ical Value of U (alpha = '.05, n^ =,9^ n^ = '9;) = 21 



RESULT- Reject H^ and accept H^. 



^ MANN:^WHITNEY.U TESTS j 

HYPOTHESIS 1.1. V ^ / ' \ ' . 

RESPONDENT GRQUP' - Students 

■'"> ' . .1 . 

RESPONTSE LEVEL - Principal ar^ School Leadership Team 

■~ o « ■ 

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS ^ Wcision-Makiiig . 

RO (5)/ ' (4) (8) (1) (3) (2) . (6) (7) (9) 

E Scores -4.92 -4.98, -.4.32 -5.47 '-5. 15 -5.33 -4.84 -4.34 -3.46 

C Scores -2.47 +0.54 -1.66 —1.80" -0.96 -1.39 -2.36 -0.3^- +1.51 

RO (10) (17) (13) (12) (15) (14) (11) (16) (18) 

. n- = number of E Scores 



U 



^1 ^2 



n^-Xn^ + 1) . 

^ R 



1 



n^ - number of C Scores 
■ R2 ~ sum of Ithe ranks^^as signed to .the 
; ni group A 



U = 0 

Critical Value of U (alph^ 



.05, n^ = 9, n^ 



•5k 

9) = 21 



RESULT -.Reject Hq and accept H^ 



HYE(yrHE-S^I/S 1.1- j - - . - 

RESPONDENT group'- Students ' ' 

RESPONSE LEVEL Principal and School Leadership Team 
ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS p Interaction Influence • 



! 



RO 



RO 



^1 ^2 



(9) (5) • 


(3) 


(2) 


-3.62. -4.97 


-5.09 


-5.42 


-4,25 +1.26 


-1.95 


-2.0s 


(8) (18) 


.(11) 

c- 


(10) 


n2 ("2+1) 


-^2 




+ -■ — ■ 

2 



(6) (1) (16) . (7) (4) 

-4.90 -5.47 -0.27 •-4.33 -5.07 

-1.16 -1.77 -1.83 -0.80 -0.26 

(14) ' (13y ;(12) (15) (17) 

number of E Scares . i 
number of C Scbires 
sum of the ranks ^assigned to the 

.n2 group. \ . 



U = 8 ' 

Critical Yaluqt^of U (alj)ha' = .05, n^ 
^RESULT - Reject H^ and ^icc-ept H,. 



■"/■' 



9, 'n^ = h = 2i 
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/ MANN-WHITNEY U TESTS 

HYPOTHESIS-h 1 . 
RESPONDENT GROUP - Students 

RESPONSE JLEVEL -^Pr^ Sd lol^Leadefship Team 

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS '-'Gonfiderice and Trust in Leadership . 

:C0 (6) \(5). (3) .X2) (8) CD (14) (4:>. ^^^^^ 

E Scores -4.20 -4.21' -4^9 -5.09 -3.86 -6.00 -0.33 -4<24 -3.96 ^ 

G Scores -0.'28 +1,56' -^^^^ -1.66 -0.89 -0.23 -2.51 +1.56 +0.64 

RO^' (15) (18) (13)__(.U)- (1^ (16) (90 . (18) (17) 

_,^-n2^(n2 + 1) ^ | n^^ = number of E S.cores ^ — y^' 

.y^_r :^ . . „ I n2_b_~numb.e.i:LXLf^£^^ 

12 - 2 f ^™ ranks assigned to ,thei 

\ . n« group • ^ / I 

U = 5 . ^ /' !, 

' I . ' • ■ ' ■ ■ ' . ' • 

Gritical vfal^^e of U~(.-Knha ^ .05, n.^ = 9, n^ = 9) = 21 



RESULT - Reject Hq . .'^pt H^^ 



/ 



/ 



\ 



/ 
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MANN-\fflITNEY U TESTS I 



HYPOTHESIS 1.2 



.'V RESPONDENT GROUP - Teachers 



RESPONSE LEVEL - Principal and School Leadership Team 
ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Communication 





RO 


(2) (10) 


. (3) 


(9) 


(5) (7) (1) 


W 


(6) 


E 


Scores 


-5.55 .-2.21 


-5.54 


-2.92 


-4.46 -3.52" -6.09 


-5.47 - 


•3.69 


C 


Scores 


+0. 20 ' +0.92 


+0.73 


-1.67 


+0.03 -1.52 -3.19 


+0.20 






RO 


(15) (17) 


(15) 


(11) 


(13) (12) (8) 


(14) 








(n^ + 1) 






number of 5 Scores 






U 






- ^2 




number of C Scores 








+ - — , n ■■ 

2 




sum of the ranks assigned to 


the 












group 







U = 2 ' • , ^ . ^ ■ 

Critical. Value of U (alpha = .05, n^ « 9, n^ = 8) = 18 , / 

RESULT - Reject H^ and .accept H^. " ■ 



HYPOTHESIS 1.2 • • ' ^ 

RESPONDENT GROUP - Teachers ^ 

^ ■ ' . * , **. 

RESPONSE LEVEL - Principal and School Leadership Team 

I. / 

ORGA^IIZATIONAL PROCESS - Control . / ' • 

RO (2) (7) (5) (1) (4) /(6) (10) (3) (8). 

E Scores -6.55 -2.99 -4.58 -6.90 -5.86 -r^4.30 -2.00 -6.24 -2.87 . 

C Scores -0.52 +1.22 0,00 -1.28 +1.37 /-2."79 -1.43 +0.84 • ~ 

RO (13) (16) (14) -.(12-> (17)/- . (9) (11) X15) 

n^ (n^ +1) n^ = numb,er'of E Scores. 

' ' ' n^ => number of Scores \ 

- n^ n^ + ^ ^ the ranks assigned, to the 

n^. group 

U = 1 • 

Critical Value of U (alpha = .05, n^ = 9, n^ = 8) = 18 

RESULT - Reject H^ and accept H^^. - . ' ^ \ 

182 - . ^ . * - 
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M^N-WHITNEY U TESTS 

HYPOTHESIS 1-2 

RESPONDENT GROUP - Teachers 

RESPONSE LEVEL - Principal and 5-School Leadership Team 
ORGANIZATTOi^AL PRdCESS - Decision-Making 
RO 

E Scores 
C Scores 
RO 



U = n^ n^ 



U = 0 

Critical Value of U (alpha = .05, n^ = 9, n^ ^ 8) = 18 
RESULT - Reject Hq and accept H^. 



(1) 

-6.92 
+0.33 
(15) 


(9) 
-2.77 
+1.18 
(16) 


(6) 
-4.77 
-0. 12 
(13) 


(2) 
-6.61 
-2.31 

CiO) 


(4) (7) (5) (3).. 
-5.77 -4.50 -4.^S5 -6.27 
-H.93 -1.77 -1.99 +0.27 
(17) (12) (11) (14) 


W 
-3.36 




(n2 + 1) 




"1 


= number of E Scores 
= number of C Scores 


to the 


+ 


2 


"4 


= sum of the ranks assigned 
group 



HYPOTHESIS 1.2 ' 
RESPONDENT GROUP - Teachers 

RESPONSE' LEVEL - Principal and School ^n:?,de'rship Team 
ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Interaction C£?.riu.ar.ce 

RO (1) (7) (6) (2) CV) (3) (9) (5) (8) 

E Scores -6.73 -3.99 -4.94 -6.34 -5,22 -5.71 -2.59 -5.20 -3.29 

C Scores -0.43 .+1.95 -0. 16 -1.66 ^0.36 -1.90 -1.57 +0.14 — 

RO (13) (17) (15) (11) (14) (10) (12) (16) 

n (n^ + 1) ^1 " number of E. Scores 

^ ^ n^ =^ number of C Scores 

U =/n. n + ■ R2 = sum of the -ranks assigned to the . 

2 2 

n^ group 

U = 0 

'critical Value of U (alpha'= .05, n^ = 9, n^ = 8) = 18 

RESULT - Reject Hq and accept H^. ■ ■ 
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MANN-\^HITNEY U TESTS 



HYPOTHESIS r.2 

RESPONDENT GROUP - Teachers • 

RESPONSE LEVEL - Principal and School Leadership Team 

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Confidence and Trust in Leadership 

RO .-(1) (6) (5) (2) (4) (8) (13) (3) (10) 

E Scores -7.92 -4.45 -4.63 -6.66 -5,32 -2.76 -1.29 -6.29 -1.77 

C Scores -0.80 +1.79 +0.49 -2.88 -2.02-1.32 -lc71 +0.24 

(14) (17) (16) (7) (9) (12) (11) (15) 

■' n^ (n2 + 1) n^ = number of E Scores 

y _ ^ ' + R ^2 ~ number of C Scores 

1 :2. 2 ^ ^2 of the ranks assigned to the 



group 



U - 7 



Critical Value of U (alpha = .05, n^ = 9, n2 = 8) = 18 , 
RESULT - Reject H^ and accept H^. 
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MANN-WHITNEY U TESTS 



HYPOTHESIS, 1.3 

RESPONDENT GROUP - Students 

RESPONSE LEVEL - Language Arts Teachers 

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS- -* Communication 



RO 


(10) 


(8) 


(2) 


(5) 


(6) 


(1) 


(15) 


(4) 


(3) 


£■ Scores 


-3.63 


-4.29 


-6.37 


-4.64 


-4.59 


-6.70 


-0.72 


-4.82 


-5.54 


C Scores 


-1.56 


-1.71 


-3.98 


+0. 10 


-1.79 


-0.32 


-3.36 


-4.35 


+1.20 


RO 


(14) 


(13) 


(9) 


(17) 


(12) 


(16) 


(il) 


(7) 


(18) 



n„ (n^ + 1) ^1 number of E Scores 

n„ = number of C Scores 

^ - n n^ + - ^2 R^ = sum of the ranks assigned to the. 

- 2 2 ^ 

. n^ group 

U = 9 

Critical Value of U (alpha = .05, n^ = 9, n^ = ;9) = 21 
RESULT - Reject Hq and accept H^. 



HYPOTHESIS 1-3 

RESPONDENT GROUP - Students 

RESPONSE LEVEL - Language Arts Teachers. 



ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS 


- Control 




RO 


(9) (8) 


(6) 


(1) 


(3) 


E Scores 


-3.79 -3.86 


-5. 18 


-7.54 


-5.86 


C Scores 


-0.73 +0.05 


-6-. 12 


-0.95 


-1.57 


RO 


(13) (15) 


. (2) 


(12) 


(11) 




(n^ + 1) 




"l = 


number 










number 


U = f2 


+ — ^ 

2 ■ 


r ^2 


r2 = 

^2 


sum of 



(5) (17) (7) (4) 



n^ group 
U = 15 ■ ■ ■ 

Critical Value of U (alpha = .05,- n^ =. 9, n^ = 9) = 21 

RESULT - Reject H- and accept H . - 
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MANN-WHITNEY U TESTS 



HYPOTHESIS 1-3 

RESPONDENT GROUP - Students 

RESPONSE LEVEL - Language Arts Teachers 

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS rr Decision-Making 





RO 


(8) 


(11) 


(3) 


(12) 


(2) 


(1) (10) 


('7) 


(4) 


E 


Scores 


-4.49 


-3.85 


-5.89 


-2.57 


-6.79 


-6.90 -4.10 


-4.86 


-5.19 


C 


Scores 


-1.67 


-2.42 


-4.99 


-0.71 


-4.15 


-1.95 -0.46 


-5.02 


-0. 15. 




RO 


(15) 


(13) 


(6) 


(16) 


(?) 


(14) (17) 


(5) ^ 


(18) 








(n2 + 1) 




"l = 


number 


of E Scores 






u 








- R2 




number 


of C Scores 








+ 


2 


.^2 


sum of 


the. ranks assigned to 


the 



n^ group 



U = 13 



/ 



Critical Value of U (alpha =f.05; n'^ - 9, n^ = 9) = 21 
RESULT - Reject Hq and accept H^, 



HYPOTHESIS 1.3 

RESPONDENT GROUP - Students ' - ^ 

RESPONSE LEVEI. ~ Language Arts Teachers 

ORGANIZATIONAL 'PROCESS - Interaction Influence 

RO (5) (8) (2) (17) (1). (3) (9) (6) (4) 

E Scores -5.38 -4.22 -6c64 -0.98 -7.02 ■-5-73 -4.04 -4.84 -5.44 

C Scores -2.63'' -.1.14 -4.62 2.25 -3.48 -1.49 --2.15 +1.65 

(11) (15) (7) (16): (12) (10) (14) (13) (18) 



^2 ^^2 



U = nj- n^ + 



U « 10 



- number of E Scores 
n„ = number of C Scores * 
^'2 - = sum of the ranks assigned to the 
n^ group 



Critical Value of U (alpha = '.05 ,n^ 9, n^ = 9) = 21 
RESULT - Reject Hq and accept H^, 
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MANN-WHITNEY U TESTS 



HYPOTHESIS 1.3 , " • ' 

RESPONDENT GROUP - Students . - 

RESPONSE LEVEL - Language Arts Teachers ' >^ 

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Confidence and Trust in Leadership 

RO (9) (7) (4) (8) (1) (3) (16) (2) (5) 

E Scores -4.01 -5.31 -6.05 -4.23 -7.14 -6,27 -0.31 -6.53 -6.02 

C Scores -1.58 +0.48 -5.36 -1.37 -1.90 --2. 02 -0.01 -2.07 -1.15 

RO (13) (18) (6) (14) (12) (ID, (17) (10) (15) 

n (n + 1) , n = number of E Scores 

^ ^ _ n^ = number of C Scores • 

U =^ n^ n2 + - — ^2 R^ = sum of the ranks assigned to the 
. ^ group . „ 

U = 10 ' . 

CritT.cal Value of U (alpha = .05, n^ = 9, n2 = 9) = 21 
REfULT - Reject Hq and accept H^.- 



HYPOTHESIS 1.3 . ' 

RESPONDENT GROUP r Students 
RESPONSE LEVEL - Social Studies Teachers 
ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS -. Communication 

RO (1) . (13) 

E Scores . -6.48 ^1.84 

G Scores -0.46 -2.36 

RO (15) (12) 



.n^ (n^ + 1) 



(2) 


(7) 


(4) 


(3) ' (9) 


(5) ' 


(6) 


•6.38 


-3.61 


-5.74 


-5.97 -3.11 


-4.60 


-4.51 


■2.45 


-0.07 


-2.55 


+1.31 +1.73 


-3.14 


-1.36 


(1.1) 


■ (16) 


(10) 


(17) (18) 


(8) 


(14) 






number 


of E Scores 






• ^2 




number 


of C Scores 






^2'- 


sum of 


the ranks ass 


igned to 


the 

> 



U = n2 + 



U = 5 ^ ■ 

Critical Value of "U (alpha = .05., n^ = 9, 9) = 21 

RESULT - Reject Hq and accepteH^. ' ' / . 

^ ■ . ' .. ' . 187 . . :. v"-. 
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MANN-WHITNEY U TESTS 

HYPOTHESIS 1.3 

RESPONDENT GROUP - Students V ;br 
RESPONSE LEVEL - Social Studies Teachers 
ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Control 

% 

RO ' (5). (2) (3) (8) (1) (7) (17) (10) (4) 
E Scores. -4.93 -5.52-5.74 -3.79 -7.91 -3.97 +1.50 -2.77-5.22 
C Scores f0.04 -2.43 -2.69 -0.47- -4.61 . +1.98 -3.34 +1.03 -1.75' 

RO (15) (12) (11) (14) (6) (18) (9) (16) = (13) 

^2 ^^2 "** ^1 number of E Scores 

U = n' n^ + "_ _ ri ^9 number of C Scores 

2 ^2 ranks assigned to the 

n^ group 

U = 12 

Critical Value of U (alpha = .05, n, = 9, n^ = 9) = 21 
RESULT - Reject Hq and accept H^._ 



HYPOTHESIS 1.3 

RESPONDENT GROUP - Students 

RESPONSE LEVEL - Social Studies ^Teachers 

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS Decision-Making 





RO 


(5) 


(8) 


(2) 


(1) 


(3) (7) (13) 


(6) 


(4) 


E 


Scores 


-4.17 


-3.43 


-5.42 


-5.76 


-4.43 -4.02 -1.68 


-4,08 - 


-4.23 


C 


Scores 


-0.'79 


-r..06 


-1.49 


-2.76 


-2.64 +2.76 -2.40 


-2.55 - 


-0.20 




RO 


(16) 


(15) 


(14) 


(9)- 


(10) (18) (12) 


(11) 


(17) 






"2 


(n2 + 1) 




^1 = 


number of E Scores 
















•"2 = 


number of C Scores 






u 










■^2 = 


sum of the ranks- assigned to 


the 








■2 . 






group ( 







U ='.4. 

Critical Value of U (alpha = .95, n^ - 9, = 9)-= 21 

. RESULT Reject Hq and accept Hj^. ■ 

' . 188 
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MANN-WHITNEY U TESTS 



HYPOTHESIS 1.3 . . 

J" ■ 

RESPONDENT GROUP - Students " - . 

RESPONSE LEVEL - Social Studies Xeachers 

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Interaction Influence 

. RO (2) (13) (4) (7) (1) (3) (14) (8) (5) 

E Scores . -6.12 -1.31 -4.84 -3.23 -7.01 -5.97 -1.02 -3.20. -4.51 

C Scores +0.63 -0.26 -3.56 -2.01 -1.98 -0.49 -1.73 -1.89 +0.72 

RO (17) (16) (6) (9) (10) (15) (12) . (11) (18) 

n (n^ + 1) ^1 ~ ^™t)er of E Scores 

_ ^ ^ n« = number of C ^Scores 

U - n^ n^ - =F sum of the ranks assigned to the 

U = 12 y'. 

Critical Value of U (alpha = .05, n^ = 9, n2 = 9) = 21, 
RESULT - Reject and accept H^. 



HYPOTHESIS 1.3 

RESPONDENT GROUP - Students 

RESPONSE LEVEL - Social"Studies Teachers 

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Confidence and Trust in Leadership 

■ * . 

RO (9) (10) (1) (12) (2) (3) . (4) (6) (5) 

E Scores -2.74 -2.37 -6.00 -1.20 -5.49 -5.13 -5.05 -4.61 -4.63 

C Scores -0.84 -1.11 -1.02 -1.21 -3.80 +3.38-0.98-3,42 -0.81 

RO (16) (13) (14)_ (11) (7) (IB) (15) (8) (17) 

. '- n (n +1) "i ~ number of E Scores , 

^ ^ • ' - = number of C Scores 

U = N n + ■ R2 j^^. _ guni of the ranks assigned to the 

1 ^ 2 2 -. " 

group 

u = 7 . ■ , ;■„ ; ■ , 

Critical Value of U (alpha = .05, n^= 9, = 9) = 21 

RESULT - Reject Hq and accept H^. • , 
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MANN-WHITNEY U TESTS. . ' . 

- HYPOTHESIS 1.3 ' ■ . ; ' 

RESPONDEJJT GROUP - Students. . : / 

RESPONSE JLEVEL - Science Teachers, - 

.O^ANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Cominunicati'pn . • - 

/ RO ^ (5) (10) (2) ^'^7) '(4) (1). (9) (8)' (6) 

i Scores -5.05 -0.93 -6.'77 -4.23 -5.49 -8.32 -2.45 -3-61 -4.78 

/C Scores -5.81 -0.88 — +1.50 +0.67 ~ +2.00" +2.36 +0.83 

RO (3) (11) ^ (14) (12) . (15) (16) ^(13) 

• ^2 ^^2 ^ ' ^ ^1"" number- of E Scores - . 

. ^ n2 number of C Scores " 

.U - n^ n2 + - R2 - of the ranks assigned to the' 

. . ' n« group 

U = 7 "* . ■' ^ y ' 

Crif^Lcaa- Value of U (alpha = .'05, n^ = 9, ^2 - 7) = 15 ^ 

RESULT - Reject and accept H^. ' . - 



HYPOTHESIS 1.3 
RESPONDENT: GROUP - Students 
RESPONSE LEVEL - -Science Teacheris 
ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Control 

RO (1) (3) (6) . (11) (9) (2) (16) (7) (5) 

E Scores -5.34 t4.79 -4.14 -1.97 -3.01 -5.33 +1.48 -3.39 -4*. 42 

C Scores -4.78 -2.24 - — ." +1.06 -3.-15, ~ +1-22 -1.46 -1.66 

RO- (4) (10) . (14) (8)^ (15) (13) (12) 



n (n^ + .1) n - = number of E Scores 

U = n n^ + ^ ^ n^ =* number of C Scores 

1^ ^ . ' R^ = sum of the ranks assigned to the 

U = 15 ■ 

Critical Value of U .(alpha. = .05, n^^ = .9,.n2 = ,7) = 15 ■ . 

RESULT - Reject H and accept H, . : , 
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MANN-WHITNEY U TES^S , 

HYPOTHESIS 1.3 ' \ ' ' ^ ' 

RESPONDENT GROUP - Students * • 

RESPONSE LEVEL, -.Science Teachers 
ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Decision-Making 

RO ■ < (4) (9)' (2) (8) (1) . (3) (14) (6) (5> 

E Scores -5.94 -l.-^39 • -6.55 -1:76 -7.39 -6.04 +1.50 -4.45 -4.80 

C Scores +1.95 -1,83 ~ +0.37 +3.33. +0.33 -0.66 -0.03 

RO (15) . (7) (13) U6) (12) (10) (11) 

->j - ' n^. (n^ + .1) n- = number of E* Scores ' " - 

\ -". . • 2-2 nl ^ number of C, Scores. 



1 ^2 ■ 2 R^ sum of the ranks assigned to the' 



U =' n, n. + — — - Ro n2 ^ 

n^ group 

U = 7 ... . ^ 



Critical Value of U (alpha = .05, n^ = 9, n^. = 7) = 15- 
RESULT = Reject Hq and accept H^. " ; 



HYPOTHESIS 1.3 . ' ^ " \ 

RESPONDENT GROUP - Students ^ . ^ 

RESPONSE LEVEL - Science Teachers ; 

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS Interaction Itifluence . ^ ' . > . 

RO (4) (8).. (2) (6) (3) ' (1) ■ -(116) a) b) 

6.84, -7. 08- +3.22. °-3. 14 -5.09 

•0;13 --■ --0.34 -0.29 -0.84- 
"rO (10) (9) (15) (14) - (12) (13) '(11) 



'2 



(8) 
2.59 
2.11 

(9) • 


(2) 
,-6.84 


(6) 
-4.48 
+1.97 
(15.) 


! + 


- ^2 


"l 




^2 



n group 

- ^ - ■ 

U = 7 ' r-^- 



Critical Value of U (alpha = .05, ='9, ■o.^ = 7) - 15 
RESULT - Reject and accept H^^. 



191 



MANN-WHITUEY U TESTS 



, ■ ■ . • - if . . ■ ■ • 

HYPOTHESIS 1.3. , !• . . • . 

RESPONDENT GROUP - Students . . 

RESPONSE' LEVEL - Sricnc.c .Teachers « . V : , 

.ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Confidence -and Trt2St in 'Leadership 

RO (3) (5) (1) ^ (10) (4) (2)' (15J (7) 

E Scores —6.68. -4.27 -8.00 -0. 99 /r--5 . 89 ' -7 .52 +1.26 „ -3.20 



C Scores -- ^2.31 -0.84 
RO (9) ■ (ll) 



+1.39 -2.66 

C8) 



"2 R 



U = n'^ + 



(16) 
"l 



-0.31 -0.57 

(14) (13)' 



(6) 
-3.77 
-0..60 

(12). 



^2 = 



number of E' Scores •• " *■• 
number of C SdoreSv , 
sum .if the. ranks assigned to the 
n2 group. 



u = a - . :■ - ■ 

Critical Value, of U (alpha= -OSV 
RESULT - Reject Hq and accept H^^* \ 



= 9, n 7) 
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HYPOTHESIS 1/3 
RESPONDENT GROUP 
R£;§PpNSE LEVEL - Mathematics Teachers 



Students 



ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Communication , , " : 

. RO (2) (5)- (4) (8) " (1) "(3) (14) (7). (6) 

E-'Scores -6.04. -4.90 -5.20 -3.42 -6.48 -5.22 +0.46 -3.,51^. -4.06 

C Scores +1.41 -2.96 -0.24 -2.10 +2.10 — -.1.98 -0\ 39- '+1.52 



RO 



(15): (9) (12). (13) (17) 



(IC) 



(10) 



(16)- 



n2: (n2 .+ 1) 



U = n, n_ +■ 
1 c z 



- Rn 



nl- 
2 

^2 = 



number of E Scores ;' 

number of C Scores 

sum of- the— ranks as'signed to the 

n^ grpup\^ . 



U 



Critical ValueVof U (alpha = ;05, n^.,= 



RESULT - Reject Hq and accept H'j^* 



9, .n2 = 8) =18 
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.HYPOTHESIS ]'-3 

- ■ • •• ■ ' ^ ■ ^ ^ 

RESPONDENT GROUP ^-Students. 

RESPONSE LEVfiL' - Mathematics Teachers 

' ^ ' ' ' . . '■ ■ 

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Control' 

RO (1) ;(9) (8) (4) (3) (2r (17) (7) . ■ (5) 

E Scores -6.63 -1.76 -2.83 -4.77 -5.61 -5.77 +0.38 ,.-3.82, -4.45 

C Scores ■-4. 10 -6.32' -1.14 -0.68 -0.59 ~ -0.29-0.02 +0.20 

RO- (6) (13) (10) (11) (12) (14) (15) (16) 

-"^ . , ■ • 

n„ (n„ !■ 1) n = number , of E Scofes 

' ■ . ■ n„ = number of* C Scores, 

• U = ^2 • 2 .■■ • 2 R2 = -sum of the ranks assigned to the 

' . . "2 group ^ . 

U = 11 • . . 

Critical Value of U (alpha ='.05, n^^ = 9, n2 = 8) = 18 
RESULT - Reject Hq and accepr. Hj\. " 



HYPOTHESIS 1.3 

RESPONDENT GROUP - Students 

RESPONSE LEVEL -. Mathematics Teachers 

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Decision-Making 



Rb^ -(2) (5) (3) (8) (1) (4) ■ (10) (7) ^(6) 

E Scores -6.54 -4.27-5.27.-3.40 -8.14 -4.32 -1.97 -3.77.-4.08 

C Scores -1.95 -1.35-1.39-1.10 -0.69 — -1,76 -2.18 -0.34 

RO, . (ID, (14) (13) (15) (16) ,^ (12) (9) . (17) 



(0^' + 1-) . n = numiber of E Scores 

- , n = number of C Scories 

U = .nj^ n2 + ~ 2 R = sum of the ranks assigned to the 

, ^ ■ . ^9 group , . ' - 

u = 1 ^ : ' " ' ' - 

Critical Value of ^K^pha =^'05, tj^ = 9, n2 = 8) = 18' ' ' _ ' 
• RESULT - Reject Hq and accept. H^. ' , " ^"^^ 



MANN-WHITNEY U TESTS 



HYPOTHESIS 1.3 . 

RESPONDENT GROb? - Students 

RESPONSE LEVEL - Mathematics Teachers 

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Interaction Influence 



RO 


(3) 


(12) 


(2) 


("6) 


. (1) 


(4) (17) 


(7) 


(5) 


E Scores 


-5.86 


-0. 78 


-6.12 . 


-3.31 


-6.72 


-5.77 +0.31 


-3.14 


-3.93 


C Scores 


-1.46 


-1.24 


-2.56 


-0. 15 


-2.54 


-0.73 


-0.72 


-0.15 


RO 


(10) 


(11) 


(8) 


(15) 


(9) 


(13) 


(14) 


(16) 



n^ (n^ + 1) n.^. = number of E Scores 

n^ = number of C. Scores 

^. ' ^1 ^'2 ■ ^ 2 ^9 = sum** of the ranks assigned to the 



U = 12 



n^ group 



Critical Value of U (alpha = .05, n^ H 9, n2 = 8) = 18 



RESULT - Reject Hq and- accept H^. 



-HYPOTHESIS 1. 3 
RESPONDENT GROUP - Students 
RESPONSE LEVEL - Mathematics Teachers 

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Confidence and Trust in Leadership 

RO (2) (6) (5) (3) ' (1) (4)^ (12) (7) (8) 

-0.44 -4.12 -3.92 

-1.94 +li01 +9.06 

^RO III) (13) (10) . (15) (14) _ (9), (17), (16) 

n^ (n2 + 1) 
U = n. n^ + - 

n2 group 

U = 3 . ... 



(5) 


(3) 


(1) 


-5.18 


-5:8i3 


-7.68 


-0.71 


+0.79 


-0.09 


(10) 


■ (15) 


(14) 




"l = 


number 


- ^2 




number 


^2 


sum o f 



Critical Value of U (alpha = .05, n^ = 9", n2 = 8) = 18 
RESULT - Reject Hq and accept H^. 
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HYPOTHESIS 2. 1 



RESPONDENT GROUP - Students 

RESPONSE LEVEL - Principal and School Leadership Team 



ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Across All Survey Items 



RO 

E Scores 
C Scores 
RO 



(11) 
+0. 13 
+0.07 
(6) 



(1) 
-0.93 
+ 1.76 
(18) 



n2 (n2 + J) 



U = n^ n^ + 



(15) 
+0.65 
•rO. 12 

(10) 



- R, 



. (5) 
-0.06 
-G.34 
(3) 



U = 39 

Critical Value of U (alpha = .05, n^ 
RESULT - Accept Hq. 



(9) 
+0.11 
+0.44 
(13) 



(17) 

+a.97 

+0,10 
(7) 



(14) (4) (8) 

+0.5^9 -0.09 +0, 11 

-0.53 +0.26 +0.94 

(2) (12) (16) 



number of E Scores 

number of C Scores . 

sum of ranks assigned to the 
n2 group 



9, n2 - 9) = 21 



HYPOTHESIS 2.1 

RESPONDENT GROUP - Teachers 

RESPONSE LEVEL - Principal and School Leadership Team 
ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Across All Sur'^'ey Items 

RO (3) (12) (8) (1) (4) (7) (15) (6) (14) 

E Scores -0.93 +0.68 -0.20 -1.56 -0.88 -0.23 +0.79 -0.30 +0.79 

C.Scores +0.65 +1.74 +0.69 -0.69 +1.60 -1.23 -0.18 +0.58 

RO (11) (17) (13) (5) (16) ^ - (2) (9) (1^ 

■ . n (n + 1) n = number of E Scores 

^ ^ ^ n^ « number of C Scores 

U = n^ + ^2 R2 = sum of the ranks assigned to the 

^ . n^ group ^ 

U =:.- 25 

.... I ^ •• 

Critical Value of U (alpha = .05, n^ = 9, n^ = 8) = 18 

RESULT - Accept Hq. • 
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HYPOTHESIS 2.1 . . 
.RESPONDENT GROUP - Students 
RESPONSE LEVEL - Language Arts Teachers 
ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Across All Survey Items 

RO (12) (3) (4) (S) (11) (7) (16) (9) (5) 

E Scores -0.14 -0.89 -0.53 -0.28 -0.14-0.30 +0.75 -0.19 -0.51 

C Scores' +0.66 +0.73 -2.72+0.86 -0.37 -0.16 +0.61 -2.16 +2.09 

RO (14) (15) (1) (17) (6) (10) (13) (2) (18) 

^2 ^^2 ^ ^1 ' i^umber of E Scores 

n„ = number of C Scores ■ 

U n^ n^ + R2 R^ = sum of the ranks assigned to the 

n^ group 

U = 30 . ' . 

Critical Value of U (alpha = .05, n^ '= 9; n^ = 9) = 21 
RESULT - Accept H^. 



HYPOTHESIS 2.1 

RESPONDENT GROUP - Students 

RESPONSE LEVEL - Social Studies Teachers 

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Across All Survey Items 

RO (16) (2.5) (6)-' (7) (9) (5) (13.5) (8) (12) 

E Scores. +0. 73 -0.43 -0. 17 -0. 10 -0.04 -0.39 +0.52 -0.09 +0.36 

C Scores +0.93 +0.52 +0.16 -0.43 -1.33 +2. 42. +0.62 -0.41+0.24 

RO (17) (13.5) (10) (2.5) (1) (18) (15) (4) (11) 

n (n« + 1) II, = number of E Scores 

_ ^ _ n« = number of C Scores 

^ ~ ^1 ^2 ~ . " 2 , R2 = sum of the ranks assigned to the 

^ n^ group 

U - 34 ' 

Critical Value of U (alpha = . 05 , = 9 , " = 9) = 21 



RESULT - Accept Hq. 
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HYPOTHESIS 2.1 

RESPONDENT GROUP - Students 

RESPONSE LEVEL - Science Teachers 

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Across\All Survey Items 

RO . (5) (2) (4) (11) (3) (1) (13) (9) • ^ K8) 

E Scores -0.47 -0.74-0.54 +1.12 -0.60 -1.30 +1.37+0.14+0.01 

C Scores -0.31 -0.04 — +2.90 +1.13 — +1.89 +1.46 +0.35 

RO (6) (7). (16) (12.) \ V .^(15) (14) (10) 

• n (n +1) . n, = number of E Scores ; 

^ ^ n« = number -of C Scores 

U = n. n + — ■ ^2 Ro = sum of the ra -ks^ assigned to the 

2 2 

^2 

U = 11 ' 

Critical Value of U (alpha = .05, n^ = 9, n2 = 7) = 15 
RESLTT - Reject H^ and accept H^. ■ 



I 

} 

I 



HYPOTHESIS 2.1 

RESPONDENT GROUP - Students ■ . ^ 

RESPONSE LEVEL - Mathematics Teachers 
.ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Across All Survey Items 

RO (3) (2) "(14) (13) (6) (5) (11) (4) • (1) 

E Scores. -0.58 :,0.67 +1.11 -1.00 +0.12 -0.15 +0-76.-0.24 +1.00 

C Scores +1. 14 +0.47 +0.30 +1.46 +1.23 - +0.75 +0.62 +0.78 

RO - (15) (8) (7) (17) (16) (10) (9) (12) 

n (n + 1) ^1 ^ number of E Scores 

^ ^ = number of C Scores 

I^' = n n + R2 RI = sum of the ranks assigned to the 

^ 2 2 

^ group 

U = 14 , , " . ' . • 

Critical Value of U (alpha = .05, n^ = 9, n2 = 8) .= 18 - • , _ 

RESULT '-^Reject Hq and accept H^. • — v'-' ' • ' - 
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ERIC 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
foe 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 

IS 



O034-H)02 



8CH0CM. NAMt 



ALL NIDOLK SCHOOLS 



0«KAk.L iCHOOL : 



SYSTEM NAME 



■ 

IS 

u 
la 

23 



RjiCf ^ 
O 



OMITI 



UN 

DER 

5 



9 31 



2fl 29 



27 
15 
24 



1IENC&441 

10 120" 
TD 
19 



24 12 

29 13 
3a| 23 



'9 

' 34| 



10 



INFOMIATION AlOUT SUflCAOOFS 



naI 'C 
I 



11 



TOTAL 

1 STUOCNTS 

2 TEACHERS 

3 DEPAHTMCNT HEADS 

4 OiH» Cmif aO STAf F 

5 NON CERTIFIED STAFF 



TOTAL 
1 stU0£MTS 



2 TEACHERS / 

3 OEFARTNENT HEADS 

4 OTHER CERTIFIED ^STAFF 



STUDENTS 



U^VMITE. 0-MIEMTAL> AI-AH£RICAN INDIAN. PK-PU£RfO.'RICAIi» M^HXICAM AW 



S^UMNARV-.Of^. ALL SCHOOLS! IN SU«¥CV . 



N 



N 

9134 

7493 
1013 
250 

'T3X 

47 



9134 
7493 



1113 

250 
231 



I 

lOOl. 2J 



100 
76 



sua I cci 

LA 



OCR 
20 



10 



lAR^-OR 

ss kci 



21 
23 
14 



STIFF IfiC 



11 



12 



[Ml 

•0 

TO 

12 



srQiEMr~ANriKi 



13 

'2S 



OiflRTNINT.iill 



. 11 
10 
2] 



14 
21 



lA 



3NlfS 



19 



VOC 
3 
3 
4 



14 



UCAW* C- CUBAN 



"iNTIKiX^r 
— SCOM 



UUtJUt 



FA PNIU 

'3 
2 

1 <r 
100. 
'WO 

100 



SEX 
N F" 



C4J 



k5 50 
>7 49 

I9~58 



4 

14 261 . 30 



3MIVS 
4 
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DIAGNOSnC 
SURVEY . . > , 
, for ' , " 
LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 
,„^..,... 



SCHOO». CODE 



003«H>O2 



[ REPORT OATFy 



; 06/10/76 



mf.?MX SCH30L. 



SCHOOL NAME 



ALL HIOOLE SCHOOLS 



SYSTEM NAME 



SUMHAJIV OF ALL SCHOOLS IN StMVEV 



■1.01 2.24 

1.02 2.2S 

1.01 2«2a 

1*01 2.n 



2.01 
99^ 2«0t 
2.11 



uoq-2*ia 

1.031 2mZ3 
9*i 2.01 
l.OJ 2*U 



• 82 

• 90 
1^03 



•9S 2.n 

•9l| 2^64 
2.^ 



9( 2*a2 



2.93 
2.0^ 



14 10 20. 2a 

29 10 19 24 

14 10 21 24 

11 11 19 34 
23 



1< H 23 
14 19 21 



10 13 29 21 19 pt'l 



U 13 23 



1« 23 11 10 
14i. 13| 29 27 A3 



14 13 23 27 13 Ifl 



9 
10 

24 



AN 



11 7 3] 23 * II 



10 
11 

4 
2 
' 4 
40 



24 



21 II 
27 12 



31 



15 II 
14 12 

16 ill 
14 IG 

ii| 13 



31 24 .21 
33j 24 II 
17 . 



21 11 
,>l|. 21 
II 
12 



ALL HENS 
TOTAL CROUP 



TOTAL 

1 OLACK 

2 yNlTC 

3 0IIXEN7Ai 

4 ANEIUCAII IMOIAN 

5 PUERTO RICAN 

6 HCXICAN AMERICAN 

7 CUSAM 



STUOEMTS 

1 BUCK 

2 WHITE 

3 OTHER 



TEACHERS 

1 BLACK 

2 yHlTE 

3 OTHEA 



DEPARTMENT HEAOS 

1 6uck 

2 UNI re 

3 OTHEA " 



SHOULD BE 



N 



9S34 

14«1 

«14Z 

52 
64 
17 
90 
28 



7493. 
1203 
6098 
192 



1813 
222 
1577 

14 



250 
14 
234 

' 2 



% 



100 . 

15 y 

82 



•'4 
16 
81 



6 

•10 

*14| llj'.48 
18 



1 

11. 1 
1 
1 



.19 
19 
19 



13 3«0X 
14|. 18j..35|. 16:S.0« 
18 . 29 19 2.80 
2k. 90 11 2.99 
iSj ?1 2 3i . 28 S«21 



.18 
8 

3 



4 

9 

' .'4 
SO 



29..S3I 16.,S«14 



20 27 



26 . 94 . 14 3mU m99t 



23 90 14 

£7 .24 28 2W91 

24 - 41 : 14 

223 3«0b 



321^41 : II -S.44 
-i^, 12 3«17 



32l:i4t 10 9W«9 
42 . 29 3M 



Sm02 



40 S«41 
6 S«M 

43 a«A« 

36 3*03 



NTursm 

£C0l£ 

tt4«UM|}' 



•90 

9.«9 



r. «99 4»U 
1^01 .4. 89 
1«07 1.79 
•99 4»97 



•81 



«99 

UOl 



4,77 
9.40 

,93jv»*U 
99 4»M 



•68 



*«62 
^0 
. .62 

«a2 



9;9« 



9«22 



73|4^ 
9.34 



78 t«20 



4»08 

4»23 
9««8 
94*1 



•8^ 



2.84 



81 2*61 



•81 

1^02 



2*81 

JLM. 



22 



37 



OINEN CfiRTWIEO SfAfF 

1 8i.ACft 

2 NHITfi 

3 OTMa 



£31 
31 
199 

_1 



34j MJU 
31 

2 9mU 



•63 



«6S 9.2B 

•44-9^ 



1^04 



2«8I 
91| 2*91 
2»77 



11 



9 
11 



-2a 



NON CUTU^UE 0 SIM 

1 BLAC« 

2 UHlTt J 

3 OTHai " : 



47 
IX 
34 

2 



21 ; 
72 

4. 



I, 



24 



2Q 



v41 



10 .»«M 
it MM 

Ifll 



• 80 
•21 

• 78 

• 81 



JWAO 



9.81 
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DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT ■ 



00S4*-Ma 



OMia/74 



ALU lMIOOil''ICmM.S 



IS 



1.0] 

mil 

• 74 

• 71 



•91 
••9 
• •( 

•99 



• 91 

• 93 

• •S 

•a9 



• 9« 

•90 



1.01 



1^04 
I. 00 
.9^ 



8441 
9M 



2m93 
2.M 



2«2fl 
2*71 



2ml% 
2.71 

S»4I 



2^*1 
2*94 
S«2fl 
M{ 3.2C 
• •9 3.31 



2*17 
2*41 
2*73 
2. 
2.71 



13 
9 
31 

39 



31 
39 



13 



13 



3i 
39 



31 



13 



12 



1% 
4 

2 
2 

M. 19 



FREQUENCY 



14 

11 

• 4 
2 

- 4 



39 
' 11 
23 



19 
29 
1 

20 

.23 



02 TEAMHOUt IS UUP 78 
INf IU)V£ 7HIN6S 
16} . II 1 87U0SII7S 
27.13 2 7EACMEftS. 
2C U 3 Of PM7MEM7 HCAOS . 
27 • 13 4 OTHEH CM7IPIE0 S7Afr 
21^ . SI 5 MON. CER7IFIE9 iWf 



. 21 
2* 
II 
II 
13 



I4j. 29 
24 
• 1« 
13 
19 



17 29 
101 31 
19 
19 

i3| n 



19 
27 
24 
■ 23 
3i 



14 

29 
20 
23 
23 



11 

23 

li 

21 
2i 



or. YOim LCAOf US' HAVIt..rA17H 
AND 7MIS7 IN YOU 
1 J • 1' S7U0IN7A 
99 '2 7iACMCRS 

3 Of rAKTREMT .HEAOS 
391 4 OTHU CiJI71FIEO S7AFF 
. 99 9 mom; Cfft71Fl£D S7AFF 



li 23( 

21 



93 
M 
9« 

53 



19 
1 

14 
24 



TENS 01 .02. 09 04 09 0* 



^ »: VOU: OA.-VOUR PEERS CAN 
TAKE MA7 INI IMiPKOVINO 
THINOS 
ifl ' 1 S7U0CN7S 
14 '2 7iACNEIIS 
^11 3 06FAJITIICN7 HEAOS 
17 4 OTHai CEJI7IF1E0 S7AFF 
191 ■ 5 WOW CWIPIEO S7AyP 



rOU IW SUCH A HAY THAt VCU 
LIRE 70. OO MMA7 7HEV SEriPEC: 
1] 1 :S7UMMTS. 
99 2 TSACMm 
24 3 0(PAII7NC»7.HCAOS , 
29 4 OVNU CfRriFUEO STAS'iT 
.59 9 WOW. CWIFIEO S7Af» 



IW VOUK LCAOUS- 
1 S7U0CNTS. 
2.7EAPICRS 

3 0EFAI17WEW7 HEADS 

4 07HER CiK7IME0 $7Af5 
9 WON CEII7 VIED STAFF 



m: your lcadcrs use lt?AT 

rHEV KWOM A60UT HOW YOU ARE 
D0INS .70 'tCLF YOU' IWFfiCVE 

1 $7uofiwrs 

2 7EA6«AS 

3 0EFAR7WEWt HEADS 

4 OTHER CmiFlEO STAFF 

5 WOW CBR71F1E0 STAFF 




212 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP ' 
IMPRDVEMENT 

is" 



SCHOOL COQg 



06/10/76 



■ SCHOOi NAMg 



AtL niDOLC SCHOOLS 



OVeiULt SCHOOL > 



SYSTEM NAME 



l.OC 
• 9C 

.•93 
•9 J 



••1 

•93 



• 91 
1«01 

• 91 



• 9C 

• tf 



2^1l 

2*12 

2, 

ZmtS 



2^i3| 
2i 
2^9C 

2*92 



1^94 
2.M 

2' 
2.M 
3M 



2.01 

2mM 

2 
2^41 
2*79 



9a( a.'.M 13< 
2.41 

2.11 -31 
2.41 
2«7I 



2.91 

2mU 



i3 
9 
31 
39 
4 



14 

ic 

31 
39 



11 



13 1: 

9 
31 
39 

4^. 11 



24 
31 
14 
li 

21 



21 
14 

23 
23 
.23 



29 
19 
-<C 
21 
21 



19 24 

14^; 21 

II 

U 



14 
24 
29 
23 
19 



.11 
29 
21 
29 



X7CHS 07 0« 09 10 11 12 



D7 DECISIONS AKE MADE 

THROUCH lEAIWOiUl 
1 1 STUDENTS 
10 2 TEACHEBS 
14 3 DErAATMEMT HEADS 
19 4 OTHER CERTIF lEO STAFF 
21 5 MM CERTIPUa. STAFF 



wrxuBtTTOEjnrDijci 

WITH YOU OR vow PEERS MAYS 
ro INFRDVE TH1M6S. 
1] 1 STUDCHTS 
19 2 TEACHERS 
14 3 OEPARTNCMT HEADS 
14 4 OTHER CCRTXFUO STATF 
32 5 NON CfRT IFIEO STAFF 



19 

21 
11 



li - 4« 



14 - 11 
24 19 
19 II 
28 > 14 

34 \ai 



09:Y1W leaders TRUr TUJ 
IM IMYS UHICH MKE. YOli FEEL 
IflFORTAMT 

1 STUDENTS - 

2 TEACHERS 

3 DEFARTNEMT MEADS 

4 OfHER -CERTWIEO .STAFF 
5' NON CERTIFIED STAFF 



O VOU OA YOUA FUU^ TAHE A' 
PART IN MARlNft DECISIONS 
MHICH AE^ECY tVOU 
12i 1 1 STUDENTS 
24 II 2 TRACNERS 
21 . 11 3 OEFARTNENT HEADS 
23 13 4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFf 
21 21 5 NON CA«TV1E» STAFF 



II. TOUR UAOiU EHW HLU. XT] 
IS FROM ;VOUR FOXNT OF^VIEM 
Id 4 1 STUDENTS 
24 ! 13 ' £ TEACHERS 
.11 ' 11 3 OIFARTMENT HEADS^ 

20 -4 illHER CERTIFIED .STAFF 

19 . SI . 5 NON CERTIFIED STAFF 



u/TRu^ AN*, tmau ikfm 
nation. is use& to: jute mka1 
you and, toun fesrs. 00 

1 sumnte 

2 TEAENSRS 

3 OEFANfMEMTltEAIIS 

4 DlMn CEaTlFIEO^IAM 
> NMtCERTIFUtf STAFF 



SUMMARV^.OF ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY. 

7 " ~ "sIho^^ be 



N 



7*93 

iav3 

250 
231 
47 



7493 
1413 

250 

. 231 
,47 



7493 
1S13 
250 
. 231 
47 



7493 
1419 
250 
231 
47 



7493 
1413 
250 
231 
47 



74«3 
lElS 

250 

: 2u 

, 47 



74 
II 

3 
2 



74 
II 

3 
2 



74 
II 

3 



74>.ai 
1 

2^ 



FREQUENCY, 



II 1 '11 



^1 



- 14 
1 

.J 
II 



4 . 141 at 



-.11 



24 
34 

27 
2S 
32 



27 w 94] 
. 39 
22 

21 Bl 



1 . 24 . 29 
9 34 4fl 

4 1 31 . 29 



4 . 21 



2 > II . 24 j^4l 



I ai-:4f 



31 
41 
34 

91 



91 

S2j34« 

2l|.?94 
9i 
llj . 55 



91 



:9a 
391 6 41 
24 
29 
21 



MUM 



IT 3«04 
l4 S.SA 
3^42 
9«4JI 



13 9«9C 



IS 9a« 

U 3.A9 
40 9.91 
84 3.44 

1IS9#«« 



19 9 «a4 
U 9 
40 9«%l 

: 34>'9«AS 

m>94 



14^91 
IX 3«9f 
4fl.9«94 
34 9«42 



II .9«M 



.13 9#U 
. K:9w%I 
3 40:^*44 
. 34 J«41 
9. Ml 




el.04 



INTENSITY 
ORE 
IXX 



•49 
• 49 



•42 4^29 
•AS 4*44 
•48 3.4R 



•44 



9^9a 
•44| S^Al 
• 42.9.91 
•61 .4*40 
72 3«-4a 



5^03 

5* in 



•90 ■.5*'47 
•44 5.91 
•49 3«4t 
•41 .9«9t 
•79 2*92 



•70 .t«92 
•59 



•49 4»93 



•94 .44M 
•49 .4*44 
•41 . 4W« 

•79 ij.Jt 



•40 lAm* 



£8 



213 



X. 



202 




OtAQNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEAPERSHIf „ 
IMPROVEMENT 



18 



••1 
••1 

• M 

• 91 

• 92 



• •1 



93 iUi 



UOI 
• •91 
14D3 



•96 

• •1 

• 71 
•72 



tt«l 

tAM 

tiM 



tAM 



n4i 

2471 



3*44 
3«41 
3*41 



2< 

•4 3*21 
94 3.27 



14 



9i| 

•33 , 



24 
12 
I 
i4 
i1 



«. it 



24 14 J >3 



24 
34 
• ii 
il 

2« 



21 

-.24 
2i ' iO 
13 
H 



13 :rOiil KMOH HM. 7M1IK1 «U 

i STUOiNTS. 
U 2 TfACmS 
1] 3 OfffMTHUIT NfAOS , 
14 -4 OIHCR CMTIFUO STAFF 
32 5 W OMt CtRTtfUO STAFF 

L^-ioficaft AKi TttL» won- . 

riCY SHOWjOi KMOM. Ill AN VFCM 
MAY .SY^.TNOtf i INVBLVEO 
.^1 '1 STUOf NTS 
.11 . .. 2 TfACHENS 
11 3 OEr/tATnSNT HfAOS 
II 4.0THEJt<|ATlFIE0 STAFF 
. 5 NOI CtNTlFIEO STAFF 



19 
24 
14 

20 
19 93 



3fl 

31. 
Ai 



LEADENS 
tj 1 1 STU0CNT3 
21 : 11' 2 TCACHCNS 
la 11 3 OEFANTNCNT HEADS 
II 21 4 OTM£H CCRTIFUO STAFF 
2l::34 5 NQN^CfNTIFIED STAFF 



a6. raUL LIAO£NS UAVE. VOU 
FNEE TO CtmUL VOUN 
SEHAVION 

1 STUDENTS 
3«t 2:'T£ACH£ftS 
34 :. " 3 DCFANTNEN7. HCAOS 
39 A DTHOl CINTIFICO STAFF 
42 9 NON CENTaFIED STAFF 



SHOULD BE 



T493 

im 

250 
231 
.4T 



T493 
1313 

.250 
231 
47 



T493 
1N13 

250 
.231 
47 



17 kM£N OSCISIONS ANi^. HAU 
rH£Y AN£^ BASCO ONi INFO VOU 
rHINK IS NISHT ANO MN 

1 STUOCNTS 

2 TKACKERS-* 

3 DEFMTMENT'KEAOS 

4 OTHEN CCNTIFIED STAFF 

5 NON CENT IF «0 STAFF 
__ YOU MtL ^AlENOLV HITh 
VOUN LEADENS 

14 - <^ i . STUDENTS 
2 T^EACHCNS 



7493 

iai3 

290 
.23& 
47 



3 DEFAN7NENT>i£ADS , 

4 OTK£N CENTkMEO STAFF 
.5. NOM: CENTIFIED STAFF 



7493 
1313 

250 
231 
47 



7493 
1313 

250 
231 

4r 



74 
II 

3> 
2 



74 

li. 

3 

.2 



74^ 
II 

3 
2 



74 
XI 
3 

2 



Y, 

-3' 

. 2 



4 



74 . 
II . 

3 

2 . 



11 



23 



21 



22 
34 

22. 
. 23 
21 



23 »: 
23 



M 

. M 
22 
11 23 



2 rl A7 



24 
21 



111^ 22 
^>29 
17 
2Q 
^(^•|' 21 



•I 



8 

9$ 



IBS 



1 in .U 
SI 



II 

40 



14! 

II ; 



34 

11!. 




14:1^ 
Ifl 



14;Aaa 
10 s^ 



41 

34 S^ftl 



14 J*N1 , 
10 :«#M 



34 Ml 



•4« 



•AO 
•73 



•99 

Mr 
.19 



1W03. 

.,.13 
•*7 
•14 



ts 



U02.MI 
.64 4^ 
•AS - 

.13 " 



««91 S< 

.37 

. •47 .4^ 



63 -A^f 



.97|.4«i|0| 
.A2 
.49 2*4A 
.91 a«BB 
.A'3 2.33 



214 



203 




DIAGNOSTIC 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 

is"'' 



0034-002 



REPORT DATE 



04/10/76 



SCHOOL KAMg 



ALL NIOOLC SCHOOLS 



QVERALL SCMOOt : 



SYSTCM NAME 



SUWUUIV or .SLL SCMOOIS IN SUAVCY . 



• 93 

• n 

•9G 

• •< 

• 91 



• 98 

• 91 

• 81 

• <1 

• 93 



•97 
•90 

• •! 

• M 

ImOl 




2^41 
2^M 
2»ti 



2.U 
2*41 
2^H 
2^9? 
2^41 



urn 

2*21 
2* SI 
2^« 
2^3i 



2M 

• ad 2*M 

.2^2J 



1 
24 



. 3 

31 

39 

13 



9 
31 

3i 2 
il 



31 
39 
,4 



14 11 

31 

39 

2 



11 



21 
13 

a 

9 



40 
17 

3 

13 



21 
39 

^ 23 
24 
34 



24 
J1 
23 
19 

^91 



21 o 
19 

- 4 r Ml 

3 

13 



HENS 19 20 n 22 23 24 



19 VOU OK YOUR PE£M CAN 
MIN6 AAOUT CHANCES IN 
POLICIES 

1 STUDENTS ' ) 

i 2 TEACHEU 
1 3 OEFAJITMENT HEADS 
« 4 DTHEN CEKTIFIED STAFF 
U . 9 NON CERTIFIED STAFF 



ZD-TDEKS FOK HAT^ lU 
IMFBOVE T HI NSS COME FROM 
ALL CONCERNED 
1 STUDENTS 
111 2 TEACHERS 

1 3 DEFARTICNT HEADS 
K 4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 
11 9 NON CERTIFIED STAFF 



13 
11 



23( 11 
21 



. 10 
11 . 
11 . 
21 , 



1 ■ II 



21 TOU k».tIi4JN FGIRS CAN 
HELP CHANCE HOU. TN1N6S ARE 
DONE 

4 ^1 STUDENTS 
Ifl 2 TEACHERS 

I 3 DEFARTNENT HlEAOS 
Ifl 4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 
11 5 NiDN CERT IF UD STAFF 



22 UHEN. voun LiAUfcKsnoinr 

raUR IDEAS THEY. TRY TO 
JSE THEN ' 

1 STUDENTS 
"^fl 2 TEACHERS 

3 DEFARTMENT . HEADS 
Id 4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 
II 5 NON.CERTIFIEO STAFF 



Z3 TUU SHAlCc TOUR FEELIIIUS 
WITH. YOUR LEADERS 

1 STUDENTS * ^ 

2 TEACHERS ■ 

3 DEFiUITNENT HEADS ^ 

4 OTHER' CERTIFIED STAFF 

5 NOM CERTIFIED ST 



|24 V6U A*£ AlL< 

TNI 



(;l£D STAFF 



ItNftS 
^I-tSTUOENTS 

2 TEACHERS. 

3 DEFARTNENT HEADS 

4 OTHER CERTIFIED ATAFE 

5 NON CERTiFDM STAFF 



SHOULD BE 



T493 
IfllS 

250 
231 
4T 



T493 
iai3 
250 
231 
4T 



T493 
lfll3 

250 
. 231 
4T 



T493 
IflU 

250 
231 
4T 



T4tS 
IRftJ 

250 
231 
4T 



T4n 
ZEtl 
250 
231 
4T 



Id 
3 
2 



ta: 

18 

3 

-2 



74 
II 

3 

2 



. 14 

. • 1 



. .1 : 
-■I : 



> ISt 24 
3fl 
27 
32 

2l li ' 3Q 



9 .21 



9t ai| <24 
38 

Il|3 3fi 
II .33 
93 13 



. II 
2l.ll 



21 
41 
32 
: 31 
19 



25 

III 4« 
34 
30 
17 



.34 
27 
24 
11 



24 
21 



a 



. 21 
32 
U 
28 
28 



33 

.41 
. M 
. 29 
40 



21 

.21 



13 .21 . 19 . Sfl lA SM 



.31 
H 



ZM 
lot 3«I« 



41 

34 
9 



14!. 3.14 
10 3«44 
4C):'S«^ 
J«»9 
3.28 



.28 14 

27 ^ 10 MM 

21 40 3.24 

29 34 2^ 



3a.3 

3*13 
2«R9 



2*R1 
I0fc2.a9 

40 2aj 



111 12 .62 



1I!:2«S2 
48ia«l4 
38 Ml 



14 
II 



11 . 



a*o* 



— rNT6liSI?Y 
-SCOR 



•72 5.23 



•65 
• 72 
«94 



• 90 

• 49 



5«24 

4*08 

•40|.4. 
•82 3.421 



3«M .99 3.44 



■•^i:>; 



3.«4 

3«29 
2.44 



•93 
•70 .5«4a 
•4S 4*1« 
•49 4.21 



•92 4.4T 
•74 4»«l 
^72 3.01 
•41 2^28 
•84 1*18 



I.02:2«18 

•77 ^ 
•41 2^28 

•41 ^tM 
^93 : 2^82 



.73;44irfH 



>t8 



215 

204 . 



DIAGNOSTIC 
. SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP , 
IMPROVEMENT 



SqHOOLCOOE 


REPORT DATE 


lEVEl. 




06/10/7* 


OVERALL SCHOOL 


SCHOOL NAME 


.SYSTFM NAME ^ 


ALL NIOOLE SCHOOLS 


SUfMMY OF ALL SCHOOLS IN SMVEY 




jlTENS 25 26 27 26 29 30 



5 YOUR LEAOEilS SHOM THAT 
HE.MWK DOME 6Y YOU AND 
QUA PEERS IS INfORTANT 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 

3 DEPARTMCMT HEADS 
6 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 

5 HON. CERTIFIED STAFF 
6'YOU'Srtmr YOUR ^RflBCEH 
ITM tOUR LEADERS 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 

3 DEPARTMENT HEADS 

6 OTHER CERTIFICO STAFF 
5 NON CERTIFIED STAFF 




7 YOU OR YOUR PEERS CAN 
RIN6 ABOUT CHANCES IN* MHAT 
[IS DONE. 

1 STUOENTS 

2 TEACHERS 

3 DEPARTMENT HEADS 

4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 

5 NON CERTIFI ED STAFF 



«'TE7U9ERS~PfQ>Vr0E CHANCES 
FOR YOU TO MQRM MITH YOUR 
b>EERS IN FRIENOLY UAY$ 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 

3 OEPARTNENT HEADS 
.4.0TKER.CERTIFIEa STAFF 

5 NON CERT IFIED STAFF 
4" THdffe"W7 IN CHARCe 
S NJCH CONCERN ABOUT A JQB( 
EING DONE. AS DO LEADERS 

1 STUOENTS 

2 TEACHERS 
,3 DEPARTMENT HEADS 

6 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 
5 NON CERTIFIE O STAFF 



ro^YOii AND. YOUR PEERS TELL 
llT "LIRE ^T IS* TO XpUR 
^ EADERS 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 

3 DEPARTMENT HEADS 

4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 

5 NON CERTIFIED STAFF 



7493 


76 


1813 


11 


250 


3 


231 


2 


47 





7493 


76 


1613 


Ifl 


250 


■ 3 


231 


2 


47 





7493 
1813 
250 
231 
47 



7493 
1813 
250 
231 
47 



76 
18 

3 



SHOULD BE 

- FRE QUENCY 



76 . 
Ifl 

' 3 ■ 



28 

19 

12 

14 



11 
9 
7 

■ . 3 
2 



18 

36 

30 
3fk 
. 21 



26 
62 
34 

'34 

32 



37 
24 
27 
36 



II 22 

10| 35 
27 
29 
13! 32 



17| '. 21 
34 
28 
27 
ITl 21 



32 
'48 
32 
36 
32 



18 

. 32 
- 18 
. 25 
. 26 



22 
30 
17 
19 
19 



28 27 



.■62 
. 28 

32 
■ 51 



2 32 
46 
30 
30 
43 



10 .3«16 



■41 
36 
9 



3.11 
Ml 
3*51 
3.47 
3.15 



2^ 
3^12 
3.10 

3a8 

2.47 



3.17 
3^12 
2.71 



15 3*02 



3«16 

3^35 
3«63 



ll:3«»9 



16 2.96 

11:3.32 
3^« 
36| 3»34 
II 3.33 



16 3.01 
11 3.41 
41 Ml 
36 -3.38 
9 3*26 



PAGE 



INtiNmY 

cCTftE 



•58 
.62 
.77 



lUk3 
•79 
•69 
.78 

1.02 



.90 
-71 



•68 
.82 



. .90 
•68 
•68 
• 63 
•53 



.95 
.72 
•68 
.65 
• 73 



mi 



.AM 
:5»28 
4.62 
3.68 
2. 95 



3«96 
4»3D 
3. 58 

2.34 
1.53 



5*01 



62 6*^ 



3.68 

2. S3 



>4<^66 
3«8S 
2.16 

24 

2««6 



6«30 
5.06 
5.25 
4.65 

4^17 



•99 6.#!9 
.69 5.32 
.V 4*67 
.66 4.02 
.88 3.06 



216 

205 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
fof 

. leadership 
'improvement 



003*^02 



REPORT DATE 



04/10/76 



SCHOOL NA Mg _ 



ALL mOOLE SCHOOLS 



LEVEL 



OVillALL SCHOOL 



SYSTEM HAMt 



SUMNARV OF MX SCHOOLS. Ill SUAVCV 



IS 



• 9S 

•a? 
.as 



•9« 

• 91 
•M 

•ac 

KOI 



•^ 
• 91 



•7« 



• 91 
•91 

•ai 

• 9C 
1.04 



2«M 

2.ai 

3.19 
3*3C 



1*99 
2.^1 
3.11 
3*24 
2.9a 



1.91 

2*57 



• 79 . 3«93 



3^02 
2mU 



U9§ 
2.33 
2*71 
2.74 
2.4a 



.94 U«l 

• 9< 2*31 
•M 2.41 

• 49 2«^ 

1.1C A,4a 



•99 2«M 

.94 2*a« 
.43 2*41 

.9€ a.fi 
1.01 s. 



3^ 

35 



31 
39 



13 



It. 



11 



31 . 
39 



19 



22 
13 



1 11 



12 

29 
21 
11 



Ifl 
24 
22 
2J 
1.7 



13 

sK 2i 



24 

Ml 

21 ::3a 



31; YOU HAVE A CHAHC£ tO 
SlCM COMCEJUH FOR OTHERS 
10 1 STUDENTS - 
24 2 TEACHE4S 
24 3 DEPARTMENT HEADS 
21 4 OTHEN CERTIFIED $TAff 
31 S HON CESTIFIEO StAfF 

BACK YOU UF - « 
I STU08NTS _ 
'2 TEACHERS . 
3 DEPAATHENT H*/U>S . 
V OTHEN CERTIFIED STAFF 
5 NON CERTIFIED StAFF 



TENS 31 32 33 34 35 .34 



35::TOrTOWu»iicAifi- wnr 

LEADERS TO HELP INFRDVE 

THINCS 
.1 1 STUDENTS 
11 2 TEACHERS- 
II |k DEF ARTNENT ' HEADS , 
2fi MOTHER CERTIFUO 'STAFF 
21 5 WON CERT IFte O S TAFF 

YOUR IDCAS 
7 1 STUDENTS . 

II . 2 TEACHERS , 

14 3 DEPARTMENT HCi^S , 
U 4 OTHER CERTIFIED sTAFf 

III 9 HON CERTIFIED StAFF 



HELF TO SOLVE A CONftON 
PR04LBN 
4 ;.STU0IMTS 
II 2 TEACHERS 
li 3 DEPARTNINT HEADS , 
14 4 OTHER aRTlFlED fTAFP 
11 - 5 NOW CERTIF IED STAFF 

HELF to 01H»IS TQ. NAME 
rnlNCS SfiTVER 
1 1 STUDCNTS < 
II 2 TEACHERS ^ 
11 3 DEFARTRKHT HCAOS . , 
tl 4 OTHER <4R TIF OD STAFF 
ti 3 MCN ClRTlFtfp STAFF 



SHOULD BE 



-IHTBiinv 



7493 
1113 
250 
231 
47 



7493 

iai3 

250 
231 
47 



7493 

ia3 

250 
231 
47 



7493 
1413 
25b 
231 
' 43 



7493 

ms 

250 
231 
47 



7*93 

ICLJ 
2A0 
231 
47 



76 
II 

3 
2 



'761.. 4 
II 
3 

2 ■ 



71 > 14 

II; 



-11 



71 . 



4 it] 

■ l| > 14 

a 
I 



II L 
U 



. 24 
34 

22 
23 

: M 



:31.«: 



M - 5 




tl 

31 



29 v4t1 
34 

34 :.3I 



3^ 

ixt'Swa 

3.Tfl 

a.n 



41 
34 

. 9 



11, 

It : 



3.04 
,3^ 
3.49 

3.34 



14:3«>01 

3.i4 

,3«SJ 
3^ 



. ll;.3bS2 
410^ 
.:3a 3^ 

:Iia*« 



^IIJ^ 

.41:Ar3( 
34 »«M 

.•1 S< 



4l|4MM 



.94 4»44 

•67 :3«MI 

•.<<t 2.as 



•55 
«74 



•«3 
«52 
.51 
.49 
«59 



•94 
•45 

«5a 

•51 
• 74 



•94 
•49 

.- ^44 
«43 



U7I 

1. 



5.34 
5.37 
4«4I 
3.43 
4.32 



S»'41 
3.34 
3.41 



S»49. 
4^ 
4*41 
74^1^7 



•99 4*Si 

•Ta.4^ 

•49.3^31 
•41 
• 31 



3r4l 



•91 H4dM 
•71 

•42 'l»3a 
•44 13*31 



- DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
(or 

LEADERSHIP 
. IMPROVEMENT 



SCHCX)LCODE 



REPORT DATE- 
06/10/76 



SCHOOL NAMX. 



ALL NSOOLE SCHOOLS 



(JVERM.L SCHOOL 

' ^system'name" 



SUMHARt^ OF ALL SCHOOLS IN^^VEV 




TCMS 37 3S 39 40 41 42 

,^ 



37 OECtSlONS ARE MADE BY 
IHOSE CLOSE TO TH& PROBLEM 
SOURCE • ^ • 

1 STUDENTS, ' 

2 TEACHERS ' 

3 DEPARTMENT HEADS 

4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 
. 5 NON CERTIFIED STAFF 

38 CMES~^NH01UICI~OKX1KDNS 
MlUCM AFFECT YOU ARE'ANARE 
3F THE THIN6S YOU FACE 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 

3 '^OEFARTMENT' HEADS 

4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 
. 5 M0N_CERT1FIE0 STAFF 
'39'V0U~bR VOUA FfcERi^ 

INFLUENCE UHAT HAPPENS TO 
YOU 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 

3 DEPARTMENT HEADS 

4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 
. , 5 NON CERTIFIED STAFF 

*o D£cTSiOtrs~i»rirADrnor 



SUCH A MAY THAT YOU DO NOT 
MIND CAARVING. THEN OUT 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS * 

3 DEPARTMENT HEADS 
: 4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 

5 NON CERTIFIEO.STA FF J 

CAUSE YOUR LEADERS AND 
PEERS UORK TOCETHER 
1 STUOENtS 

'2'^EACHERS 

P DEPARTMENt MEADS . 

4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 
. «5 NON C ERTIFIE D STAPF 

42 sYOurXgX&f RS TRV Td U 
VOU TO REACH HlfiH COALS 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS ' 

3 DEPARTMENT HEADS 

4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 

5 NQi^ CERTIFIED STAFF 



7493 
1B13 
250 
?^1 
47 



7493 
1813 

250 
,231 
. 47 



7493 
1813 
250 
231 
47 



7493 

iai3 

290 
231 
47 



7493 
1813 

.250 

.<fi^31 
47 



7493 
18X3 

250 
. 231 
47 



■ 76 
IB 



10 



2 > 



SHOULD BE 

FREQUENCY 



.46 
7 
2 

V 1 
15 



5 ..191 
1 ■ 



17 



12 



"23 
32 
20 
28 



23 
29 

a 

23 



24 

•51 
.36 
S3 

-51 



;3i 

55 
:16 
38 

.55 



20 
28 

19 . 37 
i 23 38 



18 

11: 
41 
36 
11 



18 

12 
41 

.37 



■ 18 
10 



19 
11 
41 

36 



41 

37 



INTENUtV 
■ ■ - tCORfi 

KXXXX ■ 



3«45 
S«49 
3.51 
3^2 



3«14 
3.84 
3^ 
3.M 
3.52 



2.98 
3«28 
3^9 
3«29 
3«&0 



2;93 
3*50 
40L.3«f8 
3«67 
3.33 



>^ 

3«i0 
3«»S 
3,38 
3.SS 
3.53 



19 3.21 
lit 3.98 
.3*58. 
3. 52 
1I|3>37 



• 95 
•46 
•58 

• 60 
•76 



•96 

•62 
•59 
• 58 

i7l 



•9« 

• 74 
•82 
•4V. 

• 79 



•95 

• 66 

• 6C 
•59 
•86l 



•93 
•62 
.57 
•58 
•68 



•91 
• 60 
•58 
•62 
•73 



4.07 
5,55 
4.99 
4.42 
2.89 



9. 77 
4.42 
5^82 

9^22 
3.47 



3^T8 

3.09 

3;i4 

4.11 
2«89 



4.78 
9. 89 

5.00 
4.^ 
2.79 



9«07 
^68 

4-72 

4^a6 

^•47 



4^a4 

4.89 
3^49 
3«88 

•4.70 
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' DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCHOOL COPE 



003«rQ02 - 



REPORT OATE 



M/10/7* 



SCHOOL NAME 



ALL MIDDLE SCHOOLS 



OVERALL SCHOOL 

^STEM NA^Te^ 



UWURV .OF ja.L SCHOOLS IN SURVEY 



IS 



1.32 



•92 
• RS 



•94 



1.00 
•94 

• R3 

• 8C 

•93 



.99 

• 93 
•R2 
•Rl 

• 91 



2.09 
2.M 
2.71 



2«J2 
2.41 
2.R2 
2^71 
2^99 



2^23 
2.91 

3«M 



2^21 
2, 
•^•f3 
^•M 



F'peQUENCY_ 



18| 30 
34 
22 
24 



17 
R 

2 
2 
- 4 



2R 

23 
19 
13 
11 



«3 YQt/ TAKE PART IN JU0C1N6 
rOUR PERFORMANCE 
121 I 1 STUDENTS 
23| 22 2 TEACHERS 
20 II 3 DEPARTMENT HEADS 
2l| 2^ 4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 
5 NON CERTIFIED STAFF 



♦4 VOUR~F«mrjCCEmiKAT 
IS EXPECTED OF THEM . 
7 1 STUDENTS 

11 2 TEACHERS . 

19 3 DEPARTMENT HEADS 

12 4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 
30 9 HON CERTIFIED STAFF 



ITEMS 43 44 4A 47 4t 



VCU AM). VOIR PEEKS IN 
FRIENDLY .MAYS 
II 1 STUDENTS 
3jj 2 TEACHERS 

3 DEPARTMENT HEADS 

4 OTHa CCRTIFIEO STAFF 

5 HON CERTIFIED STAFF 



Sh YOUR LEADERS USE WAT 

rncY ."PINO OUT" to make 
miNcs rctycr 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 
Id 3 DEPARTMENT HEADS 
n 4 OTHER CERTIFIEOr STAFF 

5 NON CERTIFIED STAFF 



7493 
1813 

250 
23L 
47 



7493 
1813 
250 
231 
- 47 



7493 
1813 
250 
231 
47 



7493 
1813 
250 
231 
47 



78 V 11 
li 

3 
2 

11 



76 > 19 
18 9| 

2 
9 



SHOULD BE 

Vrequency 



74 . .1 

18 . a 

3 
2 



17 
8 



19 



11 



22 24 
•0|.. 49 
3S 



22 
25 

0' 



22 17 

sa 

29 
41 



.' AC 



2 31 

. M 
S8 

.59 



19: 3^0 
It S«4A 
; 4€ 3*47 
34 S«48 

s«a7 



20 MO 
ll:S«44 
'4l[ Ml 
3«4C 
1S| 3.R0 



20 



41 
34 

9 



20 
11 
41 
34 
9 



S«2R 



11 3*42 



3.41 



S.12 
5«S4 
.a.12 
3^ 
3.M 



pKlO 



iKTfHsrrv 

SCORE 



.94 
•70 



•99 
• 47 



• 42 
•91 



•90 

• 59 
•41 
•58 

• 51 



• 45 



•41 

• 72 



4*79 
5*12 
4«31 
3«ft5 
3.73 



4»A5 



3«t3 
2«U 



'9*44 
4»22 
3.4t 

2. 
2^30 



5»41 



•42 4^J4 



4M 

40.7 



•99 
•91 
•82 
• 81 



2^0S 
2.40 
2^M 

2i 

2>m 



12 
29 
24 
21 

19 



k 1 Wim% ARE- CUMUl BTSa 
THAT YOU OR YOUR PEERS CAN 
fiELP NAR£ DECISIONS 
1' SnSENTS 

2 TEACHERS 

3 DEPARTNRNT HEAOS 

4 OTHBI.CCRTIFIEO STAFF 

5 NOWTCERHFIEO STAFF 



•9C 
• 9J 



3*11 
2*4i 
2^8a 

2^« 
2«9I 



13 
28 
28 

21 
21 



tl 
14 

11 
3^ 



41 JUST. .AIL UDU TOUTHET 
ro 6€T tMt D^E 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TfACMCRS ~ 
3. OEPARfilCNT HCAOS 
4 OTHER CERTIFUO SIAFI 
i NON CiRTlFIER STAFft 



7493 
1813 

250 
. 231 
41 



78 

II:. I 

3-. 



31 



21 
41 
L2f 
29 



20 

ii:3«4l 

40 



•91 
• 47 



5«J0 



5^34 

.4||.:4*:A8 



^1 
•R2 



3.38 



7493. 

ICU 
250 
231 
- 41 



. 78 
18. 

• 3 

2 ; 



11 i: 



21^3^ 
41 Mi 



11 ; 



•93 



•4..Vf 
•41 AM 
.31 :B»4C 
.41 

M 
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01 AGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCHOOL cooe 



00M-O02 



SCHOOL WAMg 



ALL HIOCX.E SCHJOLS 



OVf AALL SCIOOL . 



SYSTEM MAME 



sumuAv .w.^L scMxas. m suavEV . 



IS 



2«fl 

1,1C( 2W 



•92 



• 91 



• 92 

• 94 



2^21 
2,91 
3^27 



2.20 
2.41 
2.A1 
2.72 
3^00 



2.17 
2.51 
2.73 

2.ai 

2.97 



21 
9 
3fl 

39 

2 



21 

3a 

' 35 
2 



2« 
29 
17 
14 
2J 



2« 
33 
20 
20 
11 



24 
34 
24 
24 
34 



ITEMS 49 90 51 92 



^9 VOUft LEADERS SHARE MITH 
jfOU MOST ALL THE IMFOCUU 
nON YOU NEED OR MANT 
14} 11 1 STUDENTS 
2i .22 2 TEACHERS 
II . 22 3 OEPARTNENT HEADS 
24 . 20 4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 
11 . 32 5 NOk CERTIFIED STAFF 

— lO MosT Au MT Acowrum: 

ftNO HELP EACH OTHER 
27] 14 II 1 S/UOENTS 
27 29 27 .2 TEACHERS 
U 24 20 3 DEFARTMEMT HEADS 
I? 22 23 4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 
17 3q 41^ 9 HON CERTIFIED STAFF 



51~INF0 ON HHAT YOU 00 AND 
icy NELL YOU DO IT IS USED 
rO HELP SOLVE PROBLDIS 
1 STUDENTS 
22| 14{ 2 TEACHERS 

3 DEPARTMENT HEADS 
22| 14 ^ OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 
•13 21 _Ji NOHCERTIF lED STAFF 



ft'THrXEXOERTTTOR^ HITH 
THEIR PEERS AND PEOPLE BE- 
LOW .THCM TO HARE DECISIONS 
12] 9 1 STUDENTS 
27 14 2 TEACHERS 
22 13 3 DEPARTMENT HtADS 
16 If 4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 
19 n * N ON CERTIFIED STAFF 



SHOULD BE 



7493 
1R13 

25D 
231 
47 



7493 
1613 

250 
. 231 
47 



7493 
1813 
250 
231 
47 



7493 

iai3 

250 
231 
47 



76 
1< 

3 
2 



74 . 11 
IS 

3 
2 

19 



74 11 

la 

3 ' 
2 • 



U 

- .4 
• 1 
2 



IS 21 



12 

3' 
1 
1 



14|. 21 
33 
SO 
26 
21 



34 

.97 
94 
.3R 

: 95 



34 

»4l 
.40 
.42 
> 72 



29 
. 49 
23 
34 

2 M 



.31 
4R 
30 
34 
3« 



21 
II 
40 
34 



9 a«4R 



21 
11 
41 
34 
11 



22 
11 
42 
34 
9 



21 
IX 
41 
35 
11 



3.17 
3^9f 

.a«9« 

3«94 



3^21 
3.44 
3« 
3«49 
3*74 



3*10 
3«42 
MS 

3«35 



3«14 
3«49 
9«49 
^•49 

3^21 



•92 3. S3 
•60 9«65 
•93 4*40 
•96 3*79 
•74 4^49 



•91 9.2a 
•9« 9«01 
•92 4.91 
•92 4.02 
•93 3.44 



•93 4.77 



•67 
•41 



^•59 
4.09 
601 4.71 
77 .2.22 



•93 9.19 
•64 9.40 
'.42 4.44 
.98 4.^ 
.«7 3.49 
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DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCHOOL cooe 



REPORT DATE 



06/10/ T6 



OVEIIALt SCMOQL . 



SCHOOL KAME 



ALL MIOOLE SCHOdLS 



SVSTEM_NAME_ 



IS 



2. 131 
2»74 
3.00 
3*02 
3«M 



2«4C 
2«4« 
2*71 
2»54 



2.21 
Ml 
2. A3 
2* 

2mU 



2.0] 
2*43 
2*71 
2*70 
2mU 



2«aa 

2««3 
2.C9 



FREQUENCY 



CONFIOENCE AND TMIST 
ITEMS 01 04 05 12 14 19 14 
17 If 24 32- 41 44 4t 

1 STUDCMTS 

2 TCACHCRS 

3 OE^ARTNENT HEADS 

4 OTMEIt CEMTIFIEO STAFF 

5 ttON. CiRTIFlEO STAFF 



CCNWIIICATIUI 
ITEMS 13 19 20 21 23 24 23 
10 33 34 

1 STUOiiNTS 

2 TCACMCIIS 

3 OCPAATNEMT HEAOS 

4 OTHER CERTIFIEO STAFF 
9 NON CERTIFIEO STAFF 



FACTOR OEFENITIONS 



ZOKTKOC 
ITEIS 06 2R 29 31 34 42 43 
51 

1 STUO£NTS 

2 TEACHERS 

3 OEFARTNCMT HEAOS 

4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 

5 NON CERTIFIEO STAFF 



DECTSIDM-NUIliS 
ITEMS 02 03 0« 10 II 22 35 
11 36 39 

1 STU>£NTS 

2 TEACHERS 

3 DEFMITNCNI HEAOS 

4 OTHER C8RTIF ICO STAFF 

5 NON: CeR7IFIE0 STAFF 



IW y PUC l l O H I W F UJIIKE " 

ii::ns or 09 27: 40 45 4a 47 

%R 50 92 

1 STUOCItTS ' 

2 TEACHERS 

3 OEFARTRCRT HEAOS 

4 OTHER CfRTIFlEO STAFf 

5 MM CUTIFIEO STAFF 



SUMMARY Of ALL SCHOOiS IN SURVEY 

should^be" 



FREQUENCY 



Ml 
S«iR 
3«R7 
S*t7 
MM 



2«99 

a«3a 

1.37 
3.34 
3.0I 



3«0« 
3«4t 
a-4J 
3«47 
S«41 



a«oa 
a«3i 

Ml 
Mm25 



U9i 
Ml 



•12 



~XNT0i Sm 
^SCOR£ 



9.M 
3.74 
3«4t 
3««1 



4.74 
5.24 
4.12 
3««1 
3««3 



4*40 
4»«1 

3«29 
3« 
3«4i 



4.2a 
4.10 
3«2t 



9.09 
&.40 



4^tC 




2:21 
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DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
(or 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 

IS 



SITV 

semi 



9.77 
5.55 

5.47 



S«34 
5.31 



NO 



poiM(r ofj V 



31 [THE 

you 



you 



SCHOOL CODE 
0036^02 

ALL MIOOLE SCHOOLS 



CRITICAL ITEMS 
STUDENTS 



REPORT DATE 
06/IO/7A 



ITEN 



LEADERS 



PEon.1 

ARE 



MARE 



IT MHEN OECISI 
llNFG UHltH 



lOklS AkC MADE THEY ARE MSEC ON 
THINK IS RICMT ANO FAIR* 



09 VoUfl LEAD€RS| TREAT ilQU IN WAYS UHICH MAKE 



PEEL INniRTAMT 



49 jYOUfli LEAOERSi 
IN FRIENDLY ' 



2D lOCAS fm 

AIL CQNCERNEb. 



32 ,YOU« 



roM.i 



LEADfRS 
PKiERiS UAfYS' TD 



04 YOUR 
THAT 



90 >WST 
OTHER< 



LEADERS SOPPORT 



LEADERS 
YOU L 



ALL ^ET 



KNOM HOM IT IS FROM YOUR 



MAYS. 



10 ITEMS WITH HICHEST INTENSITY SDOR£S. 



kMl DECISIONS WHICH AFFECT 
of; THE THINGS YOU FACE* 



Dislciiss 

I f#ROV E 



WORK W 

: TO 00 



DIRECT 



LEVEL . 
OVERALL SCHOOL 

SYSTEM NAMF. 
SUfWARY OF ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY 

SHOULD BE 

FREQUENCY 



LEADERS 
OB IAIN 



AiD ACT 



SUBORDINITCS 



COALS AM9 TASKS 



LE IDERS 



KNOH 



SUBORMNAieS 



MIHeAEDr Af^) MAbE AhfAlLkBLEU BE 



FIMAL DECISIONS 



SUbOROIlkTfa* lOEAS^NO ^ ^ 
fiWEN TXE SAME CpNSipCRAjTION 
CqLLEA6UE$*«| 



WITH YOU AND YOUR PEER.-^ 



LEADERS 
ORDINATE^ 
FRIENDLY 



WAYS rO I IMPROVE THINGS CONE FROM INFORMATION 



ME NT Of 



AND BACK YOU UP* 



FROM ALL LEVELS* 

U^EN SUBOROlMATiS NAWe idSTAkES. 

CRMFH OPPORTUNirieS 



ARE USED 



WITH YOU OR YOUR 

iHi*<6s;r 



SU SORDINATfi 



YOU IN SUCH A WAY 
MHAT THEY EXPECT* 



ALGNC MELL AI«)_Ha.P_EACH_.„ 



BE UTILI 



SUBORDINATES 
TO WORM 



.LEADERS 
HELPFUL' 



WAY 



THE 



AS 



EEO. 



DOING THINGS' 



tfORK AT 



Foa 



OBSEMVAl.BLi 

UPON 
ABQJT 



AND 



/ERY mtt 

ACCJMATfE IliFORHlATIOH 

WAllAr — 
lARE KAOC. 



STMif-lURE TASMS 



FOR 



ARE 



IMFAOViMENT 



lltfOAMAT 



ORGAN IZA1 



UNOERSTjANO 



CAM IMrVACT. IM AN 



ORGANUAriOII IS 



AND 



MUTUALLY 



PCEiPl RiELATIONSHIPS 



INPUT FOM OETERMNINb 



GIVEN AM OP 



ESTABLISHING 



ATTEMPT^ 
iTION 
iTlONA 



PROBLfiKSI 



DPER ATYQ M an D INf RDVIE- 



SATMEREO 



ACn# IT I 



ACCEPTABLE 



pore! 



AS 



ARE I 
ARE i 



OPEN 



sua- 

AND 



THEjSE 

\ 



^s skouLb 



JNITY 
rfAYS 



GOOD AND 



I 222 
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4 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 

IS ' 



SCHOOL CO06 




LEVEL 


0036-002 


0*/ 10/76 


OVCIULL SCI«IOL> 


SCHOOL NAME 


SYSTEM NAME 


ALL MIDDLE SCHOOLS 


SUmAM Of ALL SCHOOLS IM SUJtVCY 



IHTEM 



SCOSf MO 



A.XA 

»»04 

«*02 



907 



11 



AMOl C0MbL£l1l. I M FORMATION IS US£0 TO 
RATd WHiir VGJ AUDVGUR PEEKS DO. 



fmic 



' THIMCS tOU FACE. 



rou 



TOVR LEAMERS 



rou 



ram LEABCMS 



"Fowr OF 



ARE 



ARE 



lOCIS FGR U«rS TO lUPmt THINCS CONE FROM INraRIUTlON 



X4 LIADIERS 
IN OPEN 



mis 



WARE Of THf 



US^ UMtT THEY KNOW AROUT ■HON 
MIliC* TO HELP YOU JMPROVE- 



CONC 



DCCISIOMI 



wen occiftiOHS 

INFfl MHICILYDU 



UNiD 



DR VPUR PSRj 
UMICH 



KNCM HCU IT IS FROM : YOUR 



MAY.IY.TNi GNES 



to ITEMS UiTH HICHEST INTENSITY iZOMlU 



mux 



'TAME 



num 



OTDfCISIONI AKE H^KTIWUMJCN. ICANUORIU 



CRITICAL ITEMS 
TEACHERS 



DIRECTIONS 



40 INT W MRS XAM INC 



TERIA SHDULO tf 



LI 



ICO* 



OF SUBORDINAUS 



PIAJtf . AN 
US|E lNFOItMAl|lSN 
TO 



. L^ERS 
iNFi 
DdHAVIOR 

LEADERS 



nmrAimcrTiiFisr 



SUeOROlMATES AMJT OpUA^UAllUM^. 
GOALS ADI T4IU. 



THEY SHOULD RNCU HT 
MHO ARE INVOLVn. 



a part in juuinc 
;t you. 



SO TMAT YOU M VDUt 
DECISSONS. S4 



THEY .ARE RASEO ON 
IS RICHTi AND fAlR« OA 



SHOULD BE 



TMTIIiinY 



NAKI-OUEWALail ATTBVTS. 



n&a OF 

FROM 



SHQuonrii 



SUIOROUiATlSt 
THE ^UBCROIIfaU 
IftHMUUTION 



IMVOLVE 
CISIONS 



THAT 
NAklNC. 



BIATIONA^ 
TIANS. 



THE 



ALL LC%U,t« 



ccwLcn 

IHEREO* AI#UU|D& 
FplAL OE&IS 



99M IMFRafinSHI 



ESTAIUaWO 



»CRV 



EFFOIf: 
AMUi 



DmuniR AM BtJR PROVE* 



SUUWUAVISi 

IfilUKAIPUT 



SUMI9UAYI 



DfLllAUJAViyi 



DRMIUASm 



4CCimAf Kl 



01 IAIN AM 
:14iMB0 IHAI IS * 



max: IF 

UMIi IS 



KKRJiCISI 



I» 



IIXlH TME AIltTUBft 

CAM • fKi If IM . NCi^UL 



CRp-t- 

Uti- 



. TO 
FKDP 



,.T«AT 



■ARIIW.«OE-r 



utromlutu li is 



UTMUICO 



FOR- 



fjLAN ACTION 
)£ TARIN 



RT 
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DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY ■ 
fof , • 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



IS 



llfTEM 
SITY 

9.42 
9.41 

9.29 

9.19 

. 5. 14_ 



ITER 
NO 



4.99 



4«Y2 



THE 

vou 



FRrOUENCY 



STEM 



PEOPLE MHO 
: WARE OF 



TRUE 
RATI 



29 THOSE NOf . IM 



ABOUT A 



20 ID€AS f« WrS TO UPHOVE THINGS COHE MOH i?SS*5i^ 



LEADERS 
tin O^tH 



40 DCCISIOMS ARE NAM IH 



90 MOT HINO 



rOUR LCADCRS 



PRORLEN 



ANO 



WHAT YOJ AMD YGJR PEERS DO. 



JOB 



MCEOEO HDRK 
irOOR LEASERS 



DECISIONS WHICH AFFECT 
THIN&S YOU FACE. 



WOR ( TO 6£T* ER . TO CET_ THE _jpB 00N£ ^ 



COM PLETIi IMFORNATI ON IS USCO TO 



BEIftC OGNE AS DO LEADERS. _ 



UE, 
iTAY 



SOURCE. 



SCMOOLCgOE ^ 

003^002 

ALL NIOOLE SCHOOLS 



CRITICAL ITERS 
DEPARTMENT HEADS 



CHAIICC 



TOLO 
BY .TI4E 



USE 



ICETS 
AND I 



ID ITEHS WITH HIGHEST INTENSITY SIUIRES. 



SHOW AS NUCH CONCCRN 



WHAT 



CARRriM 



WHAT 



REPORT pAfrr^ _ . LEVEL 

O6/10/T6 OVERALL SCHOOL 

-1" ' . 711 " .. . -SYSTEM NAME 

SUNNARV OF ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY 

SHOULD BE 

FREOUENCY 



DIRECT 



LEI^DERS (NOW 



LEIOERS- ESTABLISH A StW-TURE WH^CH 

£MftaLES~:oopaaTive woo^ iNrcAAuioN. 



JOINT UNSERSrAMOINC 



TEUA SH3UL0 



SU BOROIM ftTE 

riFICITIQ|l OF 



DE4T 



pRwttfes 

TASK CDMPLETtlOM. 



FRON 



THEY SHOULD _KNGM 1|*_ 
WHO ARC INVOLVCtf^ 



SUCH A MAY THAT VOt) 
THEM OUT* 



THEY KNOW ABOUT "HOW 
DOll^" Tb H^P YOU IMPROVE. 



SIOMS ARE MADC tV THOSE CLOSE TO THE 



BECAUSE OF THE WAY . 
S WORK TOGITHER* 



SUBORDINATCS 



OF 
ALL 



LEIOERS 

E INFOtWAT 



US 

BEfUVlOr 



CLOSEST 
IRPUT M^CH 



PEOPLE < IM Tip 
OPEfUTIVaV 



PAKTICIPATIflM IN 



ION 

rHE 



DEtlSIOI^S S»aULO BC 
NUrUALLY J(Cq9TA|BLC 



INS SUBOROXNAUl AS 



AND 



BE 



EST A 



caNckurpoR 



DPER ITIO « AN IN ^ROVjE- 



nSIMIZAriON 



SHOULO IE 



_ ^ wiLlinc to_ ^ 

tHE SUBQlltOII^TCS CAMf PRO^IOEI 



AN 

ION 
KAKI 



tOVC «ENT 



UNO ERST INO 
WELL. 



OF EVALUATIVE CRl- 



&us4Ea 



MQ mil UIONAL 



PROILENS ARE UNCOVCKED 
rO THE. riDBLEN SnU. 



EFFO IT 

iBour 

POSITlVlE 



SHOULO BE CONSUEREO. 



PROBLEMS 



&N0 JTI 



SUCClESSF 



IS 



CATHEREO 



BASED UPON 



OR BAMI CATION 

. ON-. J D INT >-.PM M. ERIS .IBMT* 



I- 
TASKS 



LIS 



EDURES A«0 



OBTAIN AN 
SUiKlRO [NATES' 



CMANtf 5 



TEN 



HEL PFUL 



THOSE 
Di.PRlVlOfe 



PLAN ACTION 
MADE |TAKEn! 



cl-15 



INTENSITY 

SCOREi 

xxxxxl 

"■ ' 'XXX xx' 
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DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCHOOLCOOe 


HePOWTD^TE 


LEVEL 


003^-002 






SCHOOL NAMC 


SYSTEM NAME 


ALL IflOOLE SCHOOLS 


S4J»«UAV OR iU.L ,SCI»OLS< IN 5U«V€Y . 



IS 



»s~ nan ~iN£ ~cw fui im FOftMATrcw 



9«22 



4^9 



HMi L£A Kits USB 



UTI MHA I. YC U AM B YflUA 



we 
rou 



JiAflEAS 



PEOFLA 
Ul£ UMJtlE 



M. 1^ 



MIC> 
iAV 



II rOMI LCABCU 



pant or 



rou DO I 



29 r»«oiE Ncrt u 



roLO 



Of CDtf 
HOJtl TOC£T*Eft 
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5r rm fiwn nar HXT 



LiADCaS 



was MVS TD I^PftME 



10 ITCNS MITM HI6HE£T. IMTCMU^Y- SUIKU 



IMA7 



CNES 



0£CI&IOMS WHICH AFfCCT 
THEHCS YOU f AC£* 



USCDTd 



CHAK«& 



DISCUSS 



CRITICAL IttMS 
OTHCA CRTIFIEO STA^' 



TM^ AMOH AUUT . ^tOf 
> YOU INMOVE* 



9IKECTU)MS |FW I 



LfAOCRS. MAKE A» EVPOlBai OirAai AM 

usMNFoiMAiisai uour'suiotfuiau' 

0Ef«AVloi TO WUU NUffJUl GNMfiiS. 



PEEKS 00*^ 



teua sifKMat. 
Luea. 



TH£T SHDUU) KNOW iM 
HNO ARC INVOLVE!). 



LEUlCtS SHOIiLO ^IC KILCUft. K lUrSM 
5U BCDtOIM ITSS .MAlM•.)^M E AI UlU Ift^'l lAT 
TWE SUaOIOUmul CANTMlilO^ Ha>fUL 
INFOMAIIOH. , 



TO SET TH£ JOS: 0Qh£ 

iaft4s folt Mi^s. Ho iKPBOve thi ncs cone 



JUUVMOU IT IS^BOM.VOUK 



HELP .SOL%C PAOdLfiNS. 



SHON AS MUCH CONCEMi: 



iOt BEIKC OCNE AS 00 LEAOEftS* 



WITH YOU OR YOUR 



SHOULD BE 



. LEU)E||s\- ^ 
Of ^UtOHBUMb 



L£IU>ERS 
EMAALiS 



ffjg^ COOPERAldvC. 



subokdinats 

UALS, 



DFH raOD KTO r a F=^ 



ESTAILU4E0 



OQG rsQ m Doi cs~i Ezr 



PtOBLCM^MLVUM 



I- 



SUBOAOMATC PAKIICIP ftTlQ HillA THE ^ 
OE MTIPI£ au M. IV iKC MUa ftTlC^'AL. rASitt 
PSDNOTES HUllMCzCONCpEM-lFaft |ki)CC|ESSF)UL. 
Ti0ll C0llPtE1I0|U^ 



HETMCK* AMD ACTIVITIES 

UTILIUO. 




SMRflUUTION FlUM 
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iNM T ^pfl n HE rem inim b ^ 

' S«lULb 



;PLAN AlniSM 
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2^5 
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DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEAOERSHrP 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCHOOL cooe 


REPORT DATE 




0034-002 


04/10/7* 




"o^^T- L«N&UAM ARTS 


SCHOOL NAMC 




l II JSVSTJEM NAM 


ALL MIOOLC SCHOOLS ^ 




SU|v(>IRV OF M.L SCHOOLS. iH ^URVCY 



iS 



1.01 
1.02 



ImQi 
••9 



2.M 

2.U 

2«ifl 

2.41 
2.41 
1.41 

2«a9 



2.21 
2.M 



1,0C 2»t2 

i.od 2»ta 



4 

9 

S3 
25 

.._40- 



23 
11 

29 



S9 
30 

39 

7 



3a 

39 

'32 

M 

24 
47 
3C 
49 



21 
14 

21 

2i_«^ 



19 22 
12 14 

20 23 

_i4_a7 



ALL ITEMS 
STUDENTS TOTCACHEAS 
TEACHERS TO OEPT* HEADS 



TOTAL 

1 BLACK 

2 WHITE 

3 ORIENTAL 

4 AMERICAN INOIAM 
9 PUERTO RICAH 

6 MEXICAN AMERICAN 
T CU BAM ^ 

STUDENTS 

1 BLACK 

2 WHITE 

3 OTHER 

TEACHERS 

1 BLACK 

2 WHITE 

_3 _ OTH ER_____ 



N 

2228 

399 

1630 

T 
14 

3 
13 
6 

1792 
301 
1499 

434 
94 
379 
T 



100 
»2 



BO 
14 
51 

19 
*2 
$t 
1 



13 
9 
1 

i 



SHOULD 

. FREQUENCY ' 



14 2a 

19 24 

19 29 



9 
U 
21 
13 
1« 41} 



19 30 
22 24 
IS 30 

- 2T 

17 

9| 22 

_3l_20 



^* 

40 

iM 

47 

$5 

3T 
32 

44 
47 



Kl9 
14) 3«oz 



3*22 

J^4 

2*99 
3*23 



24 



2|Kia 

3%12 
tI 2«9I 
4 3«14 
9 3*1 A 
29 3*3A 
93I 3«41 
25j .3*S7 
4lL3*92 



226 

215 




DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCHOOtCOOE 



003«H)02 



SCHO0Li*AMEj 



REPORT PATE. 



06/10/7* 



ALL NIOOLE SCHOOLS 



OEPT- LANSUA6C ARTS 



5UNNAAV OF ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEV 



IS 



•9t 2,23 
1.04 2»T2 2« 



i*Q3 



1*01 



2.9t 
3*31 



2.24 



1,02 2«2f 
1,01 2, 



2»7I 



II 
4 



^PEOUENCY 



2C 
5 



at 21 IS 

8 21 ^3fl 



21 



4€ 
21 



24 
7 



IC 



22 4€ U 13 



19 21 



1S| 21 



12 21 
11 IS 



ITEMS 01 02 03 04 06 



DIVOUS LEADERS HAVE FAITH 
AND TRUST IN tOU 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



D2 A*<wiurT5~useo*^o* 

IMPROVE THINCS 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



31 
21 



ffs^^fltror^DMTwrRsicsN " 

rAK£ FART IN IMPROVING 
rNlNCS 
13 1 STUDENTS 
22 2 TEACHERS 



rOU IN SUCH A UAt THAT^tOU 
LIKE TO DD WHAT THEY EXPECT 

Xm 1 STUDENTS 

27 2 TEACHERS 



aa TOU HAVE FAITR WTROffl 
IN YOUR LEADERS 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



06: YOUR LRAOERS USE HHAT 
, riCY RMOM ABOUT HOW YOU ARC 
D0IN6 TO NCLF YOU IMPROVE 
21] . IC 1 STUOCHTS 
ISi Ait IS 19 2 TEACH£RS 



1792 
636 



1792 
636 



1792 
636 



1792 
636 



^792 
636 



1792 
634 



80 

20 



SO 
20 



80 
20 



SHOULD BE 

"frequency 



IQ 



29 
16 



31 
18 



38 



Si 



29 3.57 



3«61 
3.«0 



3«16| .81 6*92 
«6Q .5«36 



3.22 
29| 3.46 



3.36 
3.70 



3.61 
3U0 



1.41 

281 3.52 



PAQe2-02 



INTENSI7V 
. SCORE 



.75{ 6.92 
3.01 



•60 
.51 



.79 
.50 



• 79. 
•6S 



5.35 
6.95 



5.91 
6^.92 



•79 6.31 
5^19 



4*63 



227 



216 




DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCHOOL COOC 


NtfOflTDATI 


LEVEL 


OOS4-002 


04/10/74 




«UA6f AATS 





ALL iMIDOif : SCHOOLS 



SYSTEM NAME 



5UWUIIV .OF. ALL SCHOOLS IN SIWVCV 



18 



1.03. 



l.OC 



2« 



•94 2.0S 



2mn 2« 



• 9S| KffJ 2 35 
2*99 2a 



2.44 2j 18 15 JC 
I^ll] 211 11 S 19 



30 
11 



24 M 19 19 
7 24 1« 21 



34 U 
10 10 



: «9 14 
22 



26 97 

7 29 



0^ YQUA. L£AOfiiTTR£Ar:Y0U 
IN UAVS WHICH. MAKE YOU FEEL 
|HPQft7AN7 

1 S7U0CN7S 
20( 22j 2 TEACHERS 



16 

22 



14 



ITEMS 07 0« 09 10 11 12 



07 DECISIONS ARE MADE 
. IHROUOHv TgAMMORR 
11 I STU0EN1S 
14 2 TEACHERS 



do: YOUR LEADERS DISCUSS 
rilTIi YOU OR YOUR PURS HAYS 
ro IMPROVE THINGS* 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



20 . 24 



~ia. Ydu oA. tourplfliU Yak£ 

PAAT IN NARINC DECISIONS 
V MHJCH AFPECT. YOU 
. 9 1 STUDENTS 
17 2 TEACHERS 



ii voua LEious KNOW Hdirri 

IS FROM :Y0UR POINT OF VIEW) 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



12 TRUE AND COMPLETE INFOR 
NATION IS USED TO RATE WHAT 
you AND YOUA' PEERS 00 
20| * 14 1 STUDENTS 
14 . 1« 2 TEACHERS 



1792 
434 



1792 
434 



1792 
436 



1792 
434 



1792 
436 



1792 
434 



80 . 

2G . 



SO 

20 



SHOULD BE 

'frequency 



* u 



5 



20 
. 4 



34 



29 42 2^ S«92 



: M 
43 



30 
42 



4S 
91 



3«10 



S«25 
3«S9 



3.14 
24| 3«54 



2«95 
26t 3.92 



z a«ii 

2S S.43 



3 -3«29 



INTfiNSI^Y 
SCOM 



.86 
• 63 



•94 

• 63 



•85 

• 96 



•86 
• 9S 



5^28 
5.47 



A^Ol 
4«9i 



4^33 
5.10 



4^a2 

4«>47 



4«87 
6*19 



228 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
tor 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



REPORT DATE 



(Mb/iQ/76 



SCHOOL NAME 



ALL MIOOLC SCHOOLS 



LEVEL 



OEfT-. LAN6UA6E ARTS 



SYSTEM NAME 



SUMMAAY OF ALL SCHOOLS IN SIMVEY . 



92 2.2« 2 i4| 18 

93 2.«] 21 



9^ 2.79 2fl 



•91 l.M 

1.13 2.M 2a 



• 99 i.U 



21 22 



13 YOU KNOW HOU 1HUI6S AIIE 
FROM YOUA LEADERS' POINT 

OF via« 

9li i«} 12 1 STUDENTS 
as 20 2<] 2 TEACHERS 



14~IEA0ERS AKfa IUL0~liaT 
rHEY .SHOULD KNOM IN AN OPEN 
WAY BY THOSE, INVOLVED* 
S4| 14| a ^1 STUDENTS 
22 21-_U^ 2 TEACHERS 



15^Y0U FEU. CLOSE lU TUUR 
LEADERS 
H i3| IC 1 STUDENTS 
la 19] 24| 2 TEACHERS 



ITEMS 13 U 15 16 ^7 l8 



'14 YOUR LEADERS LEAVE YOU 
FREE TO CONTROL YOUR 
BEHAVIOR 
llJ I 1 STUDENTS 
18 43 2 TEACHERS • 



SHOULD BE 



1792 
>34 



1792 
434 



1792 
434 



1792 
434 



80 
2Q 



4 . 21 29 



11 



4 24. 42 



21 
4 



27 
23 



31 



29 



29 



3. 
3*53 



3.01 
3.S9 



2.77 
3«49 



2M 
3*44 



IHTENSnY 
— fCORE 



•89 
•63 



91 4*73 



'•99 
•71 



•9S 
•97 



xxxxx 

mm 



4«:i3 

^•4S 



3«a3 

4.44 



3. 92 

.U42 



2*2] 

•9l:3kU 



21 

- 3 



~17 UH£N DU1SI0N& AKmADT 
fHEY'ARE BASED OJ»i INFO. YOU 
rHlNK .IS RI6HT. AND FAU . 
12 1 STUOCNTS 
29 2 TEACHERS 



1792 
434 



2C 



3«24 
4*71 



•53 



^•32 
4*70 



U03 

•91 .a*Ml 



— 1«. VOU HiL: FAlENOiV UITH 

. rOUR LEADERS 
22 1 STUOCNTS 
: U 2 TEACHERS 



1792 
434 



19 



2a 



MM 



AM 



229 



218 



m9C 

.93 



.85 
•93 



•91 

l.(U 



• 96 
.97 



1.02 
2.33 



2^23 
2.6« 



2. 



2^M 
2»74 



1^84 

2*TS 



2*10 
2.59 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 

IS . 



SCHOOL CODE 

0036H)02 
TTsCHoq^^ 
ALL NIOOLE SCHOOLS 



..nEP0jnDM)5_r . LEVEL 

06/I0/T6 ' OEPT- LAM6UAGE ARTS 

tII..-"_ - '.SYSTEM NAME 

UMMARY OF ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY 



UEKS 19 20 21 22 23 24 



Z i& 351 32! lli- 4 
zi sj lO; 27] 18| 14 



2 
2t 



21 
4 



31 - 38 
6 27 



25 42 



7 23 



27 40 14 



IS 
19 



19 YOU OR YOUR PfiEftS CAN 
9RINC ABOUT CHANCES IN 
POLICIES 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



J. 

201 



15 

2C 



ZO IDEAS FOR VAYS TO 
'IMPROVE THINGS COME l-RON 
ftLL CONCERNED 

12 1 STUDENTS 

18 2 TEACHERS 



21 YOU OR YOUA P€EM"'CAN 
HELP CHANCE HON THINGS ARE 
DONE 
7 1 STUDENTS 
18 2 TEACHCR2 



22 'fiHarviiUR "CifAc^ 

YOUR IDEAS THEY TRY TO 
USE THEN 
a 1 STUDENTS 
19 2 TEACHERS 



23 VOU SHiRE VdliR FEELINGS 
MITH YOUR LEADERS 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



24 YOU ARE ABLE TO 

rniNGS 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



IMPROVE 



1T92 
436 



1792 
436 



1T92 
434 



1792 
436 



1792 
436 



1T92 
436 



80 11 4 21 31 



80 

20 



SHOULD BE 

■ f REQUENCY 



3} 24 32 32 
7 25 3« 



12 



14 



31 42 
22 44 



34 

111; 26 33 



22 



35 
38 



28 



231 38 29 3.39I 



2.86 
3.34 



3-79 
3.57 



29 3.44 



29 3.30 



2*«3 



2.3*09 
29 3*.» 



□e2-05 



INTENSITY 
SCORfi 



.89 

•VD 



•99 

• T« 



•83 

.74 



4«79 



•88 
• T5 3«38 



3«49 
3«66 



4^ 



230 



219 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



RE PORT DATE 



06/10/76 



3CH00U NAME . 



ALL MIDDLE SCHOOLS 



UEVEU 



OEPT-* LANCUACE ARTS 



SYSTEM NAME 



SUNNARV OF ALL SCHOOLS IN SUilVEV 



IS 



1*02 



•04 



2.M 



1. 
2.M 



•99 . a»aa 
•91 M^m 



3 
21 



P5EPMENCV__. ITEHS 25 26 27 2« 29 30 



29 
7 



36 

21 



29 
26 



43 

K 



6 '-if; 



21 . li 



15 VOUlk LEAOEKS SHOW THAT 
THE MOM DOME BY YOU AMO 
VOUft PEEKS IS /.HFOftTAMT 

16 1 STUDENTS 

21 . _ . 2 TEACHCHS. 



— zs'yinrssfuik tour maaans- 

WITH YOUR LEADERS 
6 1 STUDENTS 
2C 2 TEACHERS 



nrYcurmrYoai" peeks c»r , 

BRING ABOUT CHANCES IN tMAT 
IS DONE 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



LEADERS FROVlOE CHANCliS^ 
FOR YOU. TO MORK MTH YOUR 
PEERS IN FRIENOCYJUYS 
2d il ' 1 STUDENTS . 
21 . 24 2 TEACHERS 



SHOULD BE 



1792 
436. 



1792 
436 



1792 
43A 



1792 
436 



. 80 

.20 



•0 . 

20 . 



•0 

20 



ao 

20 



4. 3 



32 
12 



26 

■7 



33 42 

23 : .43 



II 3B .34 

S • 27:.S9 



21 
:36 



. 26 
. 34 



4 2^9a 



29 



3.26 .BC 



U%5 
3.29 



3«SI 



4 3«U 
29 3.41 



qe2.06 



INTBiSITY 
SCORE 



uoi 



M 4*U 



• B9 

•66 



4.91 
S^ll 



S«41 



4.91 
4*92 



• «1 .4. 
•69 >S«Y4 



991 aua 



ZUM 21 



22 34 14 
i - 23 20 U 



19 T HOSE WDI. IN LHARCE^SHOB 
AS NUCH CONCERN ABOUT. A . 
BE1N6 DONE AS DO LEADERS 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



1792 
43i 



BO : 14 

. 2fl >. 



2a 29 9. 3^1 •9l{ :4p:a6 
24 39 29 a«A« . < 



un mm 



21 



u 



~io you Awr fow. kers tui: 

>IT "LIKfi.n IS^ TO YOUR 
. LEADERS 
111 19 1 STUDENTS 
19 . 24 2 TEACHERS 



1792 
434 



BO 

2C 



9 c 21 . 21 



. ja 

343 



29 ^MM 



'•91 



4^ 



• ..*■ ■ a 

231 . 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY ^ 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 

IS 



•9« 
• 92 



2.33 
2.9S 



•99 2.09 
• 9i 3*01 



1«0C 



•9C 
1.01 



2*13 
c2.U 



2,19 
2.72 



1.94 
2.45 



2.2S 
2.70 



28 



29i 



2Bi 



29 
5 



SCHOOLCOOE 

0036-002 

ALL MIDOLK SCHOOLS 



ITEIIS 31 32 33 3* 35 36 



31 VOU HAVE A CHANCE TO 
SHOW COHCERN FOR OTHERS 

13: 1 STUDENTS . 

24 2 TEACHERS 



J5EP0RT0ATE 
06/10/76 



DEPT- 



36 15 
14 20 



3^ 17 
231 19 



3o{. 36l 1' 
9! 23i iJ 



,....J L 



32 YOUR LEADERS SUPPORT AND 
BACK VOU UP V ,u 
9 1 STUDENTS 
30 2 TEACHERS ' ' 



33 YOU CONHUNICATE hilTH 
LEADERS TO HELP INHUME 
THINGS 

10 1 STUDENTS-i' ' 

22 ~ 2 teachers;.^ 



34 YOUR LEADERS 'TRY TO GEt 
rOUR IDEAS 

1 STUDENTS 1792 

2 TEACHERS ^36 



201 37| 19| 12 
9 221 Za 19 



:v'i£C_^ LEVEL ,\ . 

LANGUAGi ARTS 

kuiMAIlV OF ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY 

SHOULD BE 

_ frequency' 

7 



N 



1792 
436 



1792 
436 



1792 
436 



% 



"'35 YOUR LEAOERS USE YOUR 
- HELP TO SOLVE A COMNON 
PROBLEN 
1 1 STUDENTS 
18 ^ 2 TEACHERS 



36 YOU ARE ENCOURAGiED TO 
GIVE H£LP TO OTHERS TO MAKE 
THINGS BETTER 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



1792 
436 



1792 
436 



19 



20 31 : 33 



2M 

39 



3,17 
3.49 



3*09 
3.71 



3.12 
3:5< 



5| 3 .03 
3»52 



2,93 
3.46 



• 61 3*07 
29 3.43 



paqe2*07 



INTEliSitV 



KXXXX 



*va7 

•65 



•87 

•53 



• 86 

• 57 



4^62 
3«47 



5^34 
4«27 



5^L9 
4.'69 



•90 4«38 



•89 4*74 



^•36 
•7lj 4^47 



232 



221 



-DIAGNOSTIC 

SURVEY 

fOf 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCHOOL ;00E 


RCPOnrOATE 


LEVEL 


003«-002 


06/10/76 


OEPT* LAMOJACE ARTS | 


SCHOOL NAME 


SYSTEM NAME 


ALL lilOOtE SCHOOLS 


SUNNAAY Of JdX SCHOOLS- IN SURVEY 



•94 2.01 
•91 2.74 



•91 

•92 



2«3I 
2^44 



2*U 
• 9ll 2*»1 



29 



S 17 16 



53 19 
12 19 



ITEMS 37 38 39 40 41 42 



< »7 OECISIOMS AAE MADE BY 
THOSE CLOSE TO THE PROBLEN 
SOURCE 

iO i STUOEMTS 

20 2 TEACHERS 



3B~ DREsniHnuxF~D ECTsnwsr 

MHICH AFFECT YOU ABE AHARE 
OF THE TNUtftS YOU FACE 
i STUOEMTl 
2Gl 2 TEACHERS 



INFLUEMCE WHAT HAFFCNS TO 

rou 

19 i STUDENTS 
14 2 TEACHERS 



21 



^SECrSIONS ARE HSBWJH 
SUCH A HAY THAT YOU 00 NOT 
HINO CARRYING THM OUT 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



1T92 
434 



1T92 
436 



IT92 
436 



1T92 
436 



13 
2 



SHOULD BE 

FnEOUENCV 



'INTENSITY 



2Q 
4 



14 



28 

20 



29 



«^ 3*00 
3«ST 



3.22 
30| 3.63 



3^1 
3.44 



3.03 
3^60 



• 91 
•63 



• 87 

•38 



3.T1 
4.8« 



6.00 
5.5S 



•94 3.39 
•T3 4,86 



•92 4«68 

• 51 4*.72 



:^3I 
22 



M NEEDED UORX CtTS DONE U 
CAUSE YOUR L8ADERS ANO 
PEERS WORK TOfiCTHCR 
12 1 STUDENTS ! 
XC 2 TEACHERS 



1T92 
436 



S«2J 
3«48 



• 85 

•53 



5,41 
5,59 



uo4 

2.91 



n VQOA LIAMIS TftV .70 fiCf 
rou TO REACH HlfiK- OOALS 
2i 2i 1 STUDENTS 
11 25 2 TEACHERS 



1T92 



3.31 
3«42 



•81 

•59 



233 



/ 



7 



222 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY, 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



sciHOOL cqpE_ 
003&-002 

SCHOOL NAME 
ALL I4I00LE SCHOOLS 



_REPqRTpATE 
06/10/76 



IS 



2, 

I.IOI .2, 



,20 
»74 2S 



.91] 2.22 



1.00 



•93 
1.01 



•94 
• 9fl 



2.43 



2»Jf 
2. M 



rat onf cv 



2.10 
2.70 



8 

2S 



2S 



2.22 
2.M 2S 



23i 33 
11' 14 



Iff 3« 

3. 23 



21 



34 

23 



34 

22 



ITEHS 43 44 45 46 47 40 



V3 YOU TAKE PART IN 4U0CING 
VOUR PERFQIUUMC£ 
11 1 STUOENTS 
2^ 2 TEACHERS 



%4 YOUR PEERS ACCEPT WHAT 
IS EXPECTEO OF THEK 
si 1 STUOENTS 
Ifl 2 TEACHERS 



^5 YOUR LEAOERS MRX WITH 
roU AMD YOUR PEERS IN 
PRIENOLY WAYS 
IT 1 ^TU0£NT£ 
33 2 TEACHERS 



%6 YOUR LEADERS' USE WHAT 
rHCY "FIHO OUT" TO MAKE 
THINGS BETTER 
13 1 STUOENTS 
22 2 TEACHERS. 



*t~tHlN^S~AJl;E~0RifilNl2E0 
THAT YOU OR YOUR PEERS CAN 
4EL9 HARE DECISIONS 

1 STUOENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



W~NCrsrAtX"WORK TOMTHER 
ro CET THE JOa OONE 
11 1 STUOENTS 
23 2 TEACHERS 



LEVEL 

OEPT- LAN6UA0E ARTS 

SV5TEM NAME 
;UNHARY OF ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY 

SHOULD BE 



1792 
436 



1792 
436 



1792 
436 



1792 
436 



1792 
436 



1792 
436 



% i 




5 


6 






AN 




8C 


7 


5 


19 


20 


2 




6 


c 








80 


7 


3 


19 


20 


3 




5 


80 


4 


3 


11 


20 






1 


80 


7 


4 


19 


20 


3 




3 


AO 


6 


2 


17 


20 


1 




« 


80 


8 


4 


IS 


2G 


1 




3 



..2.09 



INTENSITY 

SCORE) 
- ■ XXXXXi 

■ xxxxxj 

; \ 



28 34 7 3.06| .91' 4.52) 
19 44 30i 3»99{ .69) 4.9<) 



39 
47 



39 



37 
49 



a! 3.11 •881 ^•74 
29! 3.531 .63 4^45 



• 3.35 
29 3.72 



9 

29 



3^19 
3^6S 



3.19 
3«99 



3.II 
3.69 



•61 5^31 
•48i 3^97 



•88 
• 56 



• 83 

• 65 



4.60 
5.02 



5.51 
9.31 



.86 5.U 
.57 5^14 



231 



223 



Im02 2.41 
• 91 ~2.M 21 



• 9S 2.4] 
•94 3M . 29 



•91 
• 93 



•99 
1*0G 



2.a9 

2*74 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 

is 



SCHOOL CODE 


REPORT OArc 1 LEVEL 


009*^002 


06/10/76 


|0En<- LAM6UME AATS 

SYSTEM NAME 


ALL MIOOLE SCHOOLS 


SUMNAAV or ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY 



3 14 . 33 
14 



2^41 29 



9 
29 



17 32 20 11 



4 14 22 2a 



14 

23 



33 
22 



5O"I«ST"A«rCCnu;0W HEUT 
4N0 H£Lr EACH OTHER 
211 14 1 STUOCMTS 
li 11 2 7CACMCRS 



mm usLL you 00 IT IS usco 

TO HELP SOLVE PftOSLEMS 
14 11 1 STUOENTS 
14 14 2 TEACHERS 



ITEMS 49 90 91 52 



%9 YOUR LEADERS -ViARE UlTH 
VOU MOST ALL THE IK70RMA 
TION YOU NEED OR NAMT 

1 STUOENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



— 52 THE LWEA5 yOAK VITH 
. fHEZR PBERS AND PEOPLE RE- 
LCU THEN .TO NAKE DECISIONS 
IC 1 STUOENTS 
2C 2 TEACHERS 



SHOULD BE 



PAGE2-iO 



IKTENSm 



1T92 
'436 



1T92 
434 



1T92 
434 



1T92 
434 



•0 

20 



40 

20 



FREQUENCY 



14| 24 43 

It 50 29 



42 



9| 3«2T 
3^6« 



10 3«33 .41 



3^T4 .90 4.4S 



3^L1 
9«53 



10^ 3.21 
3*S4 



49 4^44 



•44 4»61 
•45 9< 



S:i4 



5.24 
4«91 



235 



224 



OiAQNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCMOOtCOOt 



OOM-002 



SCWOOt WAMC- 



ALl: MDOLB SCHOOtS 



UVEL 



OCrT«t LAMfiUASe Am 



SYSTEM NAME_ 



SUMNAftV 4)r ALk SCHOOLS IN SLAVEY 



IS 



2*M 



1»U 
2*71 



2.19 
2*74 



2M 
2*19 



2.20 
2«'«« 



CQNFlOEItCC AND TMiST 
ITEMS 01 0« 09 12 14 19 1ft 
17 la 24 12 41 44. 49 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHCAS 



I TENS 13 19 20 21 23 24 29 
30 33 34 

1 STUOCNTS 

2 TEACHCRS 



FACTON OE«ENITUMS 



nE9IS 04 20 29 31 3ft 42 43 

1 STUPCNTS 

2 TEACMERS 



ITENS 02 03 07 10 11 22 39 
S7 31 39 

1 STUOENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



INTCAACTION IkaiMNU 
ITENS Oa 09 27 40 49 4** 47 
«a 90 92 

1 STUOENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



SHOULD BE 

FREQUENCY 



3«12 
3«ft4 



3«04 
3«4« 



3.17 
3«91 



3«07 
3.93 



3«ia 

3*99 



tNTttUTT 



KXXXX 



4»7I 
4.4a 



4«74 
4.7ft 



4.S2 



4^ 
4»«9 



9«27 
4»a2 



236 



225^^ 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY . 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 

IS 



SCHOOL CODE 


nEPORT DATE 


LEVa 


003A-002 


06/10/76 


DEPT- UNCyACE ARTS 


SCHOOL NAME 
ALL HIOOLS SCHOOLS 


jsUNMARV OF ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY, 



IHTII^ 
SITY 

scoaii 



6.01 
5.9t 



ITEM 
NO 



9*41 



09^ 



rOUR LEASERS 



pour OF 



rOUR LEASERS 



vou 



fNC 

raU 



3R 



THAI 



17 



03 



PEEL IMFDRTANT. 



PE0PL8 IfW HAKE 



OR. foua 



MHCR 
1190 



PURS 



WEIOEO 

rauR I 



VOU SR 
INM3VII 



MORI m; 

YOU LIRJE TO 00 



20 IMR& FOft URrS T 
UJ. LONCIRNCD 



L£i 



VIEU 



AB?iB"Dri 
PlERjS HAYS TP ir^TROViE 



OECtSICNS A|RE 
m\ 'M Y3U TI«IJi 



LEA9EJIS 



KNCH HOU IT IS FROM YOUR 



10 ITEMS WITH HI CHEST INTENSITY ^W^p* 



IRE AT VMi IN UAYS UHICH HAKE 



DECISIONS UHICM AFFECT 
THINCS YOU FACE. 



MHAT THEY EXPECT. 



CA« HELP 



BETS 
ANOi 



Ml TNINCS. 



OORE 
PHRS 



CRITICAL ITEMS 
STUDENTS 



3IR£CT[0MS 



LI^AOERS . ri«i 

OBFAIN AMO ACl iflM 

su boroinKtes 

COALS 



SU UWOIR U6S ^ 40 E AS 



GiyEN THE SA^ iCpNSl|>CRA^IQN| AS 
COLLIASU££< 



-SOSWTMCTI 
TO 
OF 



0 IMPROVE THINCS COME FROM 



liHtTYWdr^^iuK" 
THINCS. 



lOE TH£Y .ARE BASED ON 
IS RICHT. AND FAIR. 



SO THAT VOU. U VOUR 
DECISIONS. 



sc 



BECAUSE OF .TH£ UAY . 
NORM TOCETU£R. 



PfiC«S CAN TAME PAMT..IN 



SHOULD BE 



fUK^ORSERVALlLI 



SUR0R3INAICS 



0OIN6 



TNIIKS. 



II^ORNAT 

OF 
FRlDN ALL 



SMAOtolhnc 

METNOtaS* 

IZEO. 



UTILI 



CONPLETC 
GACH£MEO» 
FIMAL OE&ISlkMS 



THAT 



NAKINC 



PtiQPLE. U T 
Of UUTIVELY 

IN. suaoRDiitew 



" 1 "frequency 



INFGUIATiON 
AUMT OtifiAlf lATpONA^ 
TAteS. 



FOA 



[ON 

THE 

LE^US^ 



ORfiAIUAriON 



TfirtsKCiimnoi 



IMCMEASE 
NAIES TO 

IMPROVINB THft^OPbU^OM. 



FOR 



AMO 



SPERITION ARB IMPROVE- 



SUBG UtR ATI 
OECiaiDM. . 



oppaRuuinir 

TAKL.R. NOMf 



tNPIOVC: UNT 



UNO ERST IMOi 



icnoMs 



ugl; 



ACC 



EPUIL« 



AGCiJRATE.il 
MADE AlAlUlRI^ 



OR KAMI UnON 
JDimtifRfiBLE 



AS EQUALS 



ATT Eil»T& 



iMMir FOIL oErciMisnir 

ICTIirSTlES sfnuLli 



iMPur 



.IS 



AC1IVE 

DF<: 



TO 
FROM 



MtE 
UlE 



lAYS 



ORRATia>l IS 
■CFORE 



USES 



pAJtr 



FOR 



:o- 

TREAT- 



XM 



0^2.12 



INTENilTY 

...SCORE 



PLAN ACTION 



237 

226 



DIAQNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 

iMPROVEMErrr 



SCHOOL cdOE 



REPORT DATE 



06/J10/7* 



SCHOOL NAME_ 



ALL NIDOLi SCHOOLS 



LEVEL 



OEPT- LAMGUAfiC AATS 



SYSTEM.NAME_ 



SUHHARV OF. ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY 



IS 



SITY 

SCOM 



ITEM 
NO 



3*S* 

5.95 

Jj.55 

5**7 



5*31 



5*19 



you* Lti 

rOU ftRE 



lAUC 
RATS 



INFORHATIOM 
VOU )D IT IS 



20 

3S 
♦ X* 

07 
47 



lOCAS FOR 
lU :QNCERNEp« 



AM3 COUPLET 



THE PEOFLE 

irou ARE 



NCEOj^O WDM 



TEArfMpAK IS 



ON MHAT 

USED TO 



LEADERS 



THIJfeS AME ORfiA«12E0 
CAN HELP ANRE 



PEEKS 



YOU 



HAVE FAI'TH AMD TUJST IN YOUR LEADERS* 



USE 
I" T 



THEY KNOH ABOUT "HOW 
D H^F YOU INFROVE. 



AKD 



0 lii PROVE f HI NtS CbiiE FBOH WFORJUt 



LO ITEMS HITH HICHEST INTENSITY SXREk 



IM FORMAT 



rOU 00 ANO HOW UELL:> 
HELP SOLVE FROeLEMS* 



0 MAKE 
OF THE 



FCEKS 



WORK TOCETHER* 
DECljSIONS AR)E NAJDE T>W0UCH TEAMUORR. 



TO 



CRITICAL ITEMS 
TEACHERS 



DIRECTIONS 



LEftOERS 



USE INFO IMAT ION kBOUi SU lORO [MAT :S« 



BEHAVIOR 



ION IS USEO TO 
FEERS DO. 



JOtNT UN}£RSMN0[M6 



TEUA SHpULOl BE pSTA|U.lSHED 
LI CEO* 



IM FORMAT 
FG» COOF 
SUIOANCE 



NEMT 
FROM 



DECISIONS MHICH AFFECT 
THINGS YOU FACE* . 



OF 



CnSj POIifE BECAUSf OF THe_l!AY_ 
AND J 



IMPROVE THINGS-^ 



SO THAT YOU OR YOUR 
DECISIONS* 



MRC 



ION 
ERAT 



OF 
ALU 



ION 

THE 

LE^S* 



_tl»iENEV£R 
USED. 



TME 0R6AMIZATI0N 



TftUT 
NG 



[ftOERS 
MCNS, 
QNAL 



SUBORDINaES* 



TO 



MAKE 



LEADERS CNOUANO 



SUaORDINAISS #ERY 



represemtati 
urtiona|l Levels 

TEIINS* 



SHOULD BE 

FREdUENCV 



FOR INPI0VE1EMT 



AN :FFOM TO OBTAIN 



RBOIil SUBORDINATES I& USEO 



IVE 



PROBLEM 



FOR 3FERftTI0« ANp 
DRCAIUAriOM IS 



iUBORDINaE 
MAkiNG DECISIONS. 



3EM0MSTRITE 7HAT 



POSITIVE CM|MCeS* 



9F EMUIftTIVE CR[*> 



UNO ERST UiO 



PLE 14 THE ORSANIUTIDN HDRK :0- 

RATTvarrioM joifiT froblgn^ ^mat- 

SUBOU>IMATSS AS )E0UA)LS. 



VES FROM 



UtS^UFSN TiOfSlCAL 
(NOhLEOCE 



"AMb"' 
POllNT OF 



SOLV INS MO 



POSSIBLE TEUIUpU S MOULD BE 



SHOilLO 
INPUtr 



INO iTI* 



FORM DECISIDNS-XAKIM6 



IS 



IMPROVE- 



DIFFERENT. OlfiAM- 



BE S(TRX|rUB£p 



USED 



MAKE 



ok- 
snu- 
k'EEP; 

V!lEU ilMMENO*' 



THE^ 

'ANOj 
THEY 



ANO 



PROB.EMS 



PLAN ACTION 
(AOE TAKEN 



.J. 



238 



227 




OtAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 



SCHOOLCOOt ^ 




LEVEL 








6E#T- SOCIAL .SmiE< 


ALL NJDOLE SCHOOLS 


SUNNAJnF.OF Mi. SCHOOLS^ IN SUAVEV . 



iHiiNUrr 




239 

229 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



003A-002 



06/10/76 



aCHOQt NAMg 



ALL NIOOLS SCHOOLS 



OEPT' ^SAL STOICS 



IS 



•94 2.41 
••1 3.40 



SI 2.] 
93 2.71 



1«Q3 

i.oa 



94 a.oi 



.11 
5 



^3 
5 



3i 22 

21 23 



03 VOU OS YOUR PSEKS CAM 
■ rAKi PART IN INFROVINC 
rNINOS 
lii 12 1 STUDCNTS 
22 22 2 TEACHERS 



24 

U 



ITEMS 01 02 03 04 03 06 



01. VOUR LEADERS HAVE FAITH 
km TRUST IN VOU 
22 1 STUDENTS 
2 TEACHERS 



02 fEAMWlRR IS USED TO 
IMPROVE THINOS 
14 .1 STUDENTS 
11 2 TEACHERS 



SHOULD BE 



PAQe^*02 



^Hfifiim 



— 04 VdUft LfAD£tS UOAK HtTlT 
. VOU IN SUCH A MAV'.IHAT. you 
LIKE TO DO HHAT THEV EXPECT 
!• 1 STUDENTS 
21 2 TEACHERS 



: of: YdU MAVE faitm and TRuii 

IN YOUR LEADERS 
; 39 1 STUDENTS 
32 2 TEACHERS 



M: your LIAOERS USE HHAT 
IHEY KNOH ABOUT HON VOU ARE 
MIN6 TO .HUP, VOU IMPROVE 

12 1 sTuoens 

Ifl 2 TIACHKRS 



1729 
256 



1729 
256 



1729 
256 



1729 
256 



1729 
256 



1729 
236 



87 . 9 2 II 3R 



13, 1 



^ 1 



12 

- 3 



u 



u 



30 



22 



53 



Ml 
99 



40 



62 



32 



31 



**ji 



3-^ 



.74 

.5T 



.79 4*99 



.75 

.^2 



.56 



.71 
.52 



4»69 

^•20 



9.37 
4. 53 



9*34 
3«R9 



.71 >^ 



240 



230 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



scHOOtcooe 


WEPORTDATB 


LEVEL 


0034-002 


06/10/7*. 


OEPT- SOCIAL STUDIES . 


SCHOOL NAME 


SYSTEM NAME 


ALL mOOLC SCHOOLS 


SUNHAftV OF ALL SCHOOLS IH SUAVCV . 



IS 



.91 

1.01 



l«09 



•9^ 

.99 



2mlC 

2.73 



2.24 
2.77 



2.00 
2«»1 



2.09 
2*70 



X.9i 

2«9« 



27 
7 



2 13 33 



1 X7 xa 29 2C 
Mt 3C 4 XO X9 20 



— ITEMS 07 M 09 XO XX X2 



07 DECISIONS AAE NAOC 
IHROUCH TEAMHOM 

11 X STUDENTS 

IS ^ TEACHERS 



II 



MITH YOU OK YOUR PEERS WAYS 

rO INFROYE THINCS* 
14 X STUDENTS 
II 2 TEACHERS 



■ 09nrDurtEADEifs~TirE3rrTDU^ 

IN HAYS WHICH MAKE YOU FEEL 
lltPORTANt 
10 X STUDENTS 
22 2 TEACHERS 



PART IN NARINC DECISIONS 
rfHiCH AFFECT YOU 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



n~T™~i-EADtJii RHDirwnni 

IS FROM YOUR POINT OF VIEW 
X2i > 9 1 STUDENTS 
22 2S 2 TEACHERS 



X2'TRij£ AND COMPLETE XNfOR_. 
MAT ION IS USED TO RATE WHAl 
you AND YOUR PEERS PO 
20 X STUDENTS 
1« 2 TEACHERS 



SHOULD BE 



niTGHurr 



1729 
25A 



1729 
25A 



1729 
256 



X729 

;2S6 



X729 
256 



X729 
256 



87 

X3 



XI 



22 
7 



21 
5 



3 X3 



35 
40 



2R 

39 



39 
43 



32 



3«0« 
3*34 



3.24 
3«49 



3.04 

3«52 



2*90 

3.5X 



3.X4 
3»»7 



•85 
•74 



•80 
•47 



•63 



•65 



48 2 3^39 ^84 4.44 
44 . 33 3«4Q ^64 S^99 



5^07 
^•83 



S^48 
4.50 



5.34 
4^49 



95 4*04 



5^03 



• 89 4.06 
•63 3^98 



241 



231 



0IAGNO$TtC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP * 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCHOOL COPE 



0034-002 



04/10/76 



ALL HI DOLE SCHOOLS 



LEVEL 



OCTT- SOCIAL STMBIES 



3YSTEM NAME 



iUmMf'M 4LL SCNOOtS. IM SURVCV . 



PAQE?-0* 



18 



• 91 

• <1 



• 91 
1.04 



2m U 

2M 



2»M 



2*71 



ITEMS li 14 15 14 17 10 



13 YOU MUM HOW TMIN6S AM 
FROH VOUft LiAOEftS* rOlNT 
DF VICU 
. 12 I STUDENTS 
22 2 TEACHERS 



14 



iTxesDErsTOfrTDCiTWttr 

rHEV SHOULD KItOH IN AN OPIM 
MAY BY THOSE INVOLVED 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



LEADERS 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



14. YOUR LEADERS. LEAVE YOU 
FREE TO CONTROL. raUR 
lEHAVIOR 
10 I STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS . 



SHOULD BE 



1729 
254 



1729 
254 



1729 
25^ 



1729 
254 



B7 

13 



•7 i 

13 < 



25 
25 



25 



2 
32 



2 

::3i 



»«04 
MM 



MM 



2mM 

MM 



— scow 



uuuu 



••9 
•At 



•4R 



•99 
•71 



•42 



9*m 



4»«1 
4«U 



3«4S 



2 
29 



21 

2 



riCY ARC RASCB. ONI INFO. YOU 
THINR 1S> RlfiHT AND f AIR 
.11 1 STUDENTS 
«S 2 TCACHCRi 



1729 
254 



so .:. 41 
1« 41 



2 A 
31 J«6« 



1^09 NM 
• 9C SbM 



2 
21 



14. VOW FEEL :fRlEMDLY NUN 
roUR LIAOENS 
ill II 1 STUDENTS 
14 : SI 2 TiACHSRS 



1729 
2S4 



•7 tA4 



29a.4Mi 2 ;MI > •«! 



242 




OlAQNOSttC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



• • • ■ ■■- ffi— M^W^^^^Kfl 

ooM-ooa 


BMMi] 

OA/1047* 


Om-t SOCIAL. ITU0K4 . 


' ■' ibiMiL'WMi:-'^^ 








MJt /MIOOLt SCMOOiS 


iMfuiii^«K^ !Sci«»i. Ill siwvn v 



IS 



•91 r 
•«1 



•99 



2*01 

2< 



«4 

2mli 



•99 2*U 
•9«) 2*M 



2 
2« 



2 

29 \ 



22 
1 



B 2ft 



43 
9 



2Sf 



2i| 4fl 14 II 

25 2fi t 11 



ITfllS 19 20 21 22 2S 24 



19 vou oa vouft rnu cam 

MINO AeOUT .CUANO£Si IN 
POLICIES 
4 I STUOCNTS 
II 2 TSACUEU. 



-"WnUBB H» MA?5 TU 

. im$0\m THINCS. CONf FUM . 
ftU CONCIKIICO 
11 1 STUOCNTS 
W 2 TEACMCRS 



i l YOU M VUO K CAJi 
MEL» CIUN60 HON TMINCS AAE 

DONE 

i9 1 STUOCNTS 
11 2 TEACHERS 



ti. MWEN VOUi. LiAOCItt kWM" 
fWtt IDEAS THEY TAY TO 
tiSE THEN 
ISl g & STUOCNTS 
ail 24 II 2 TEACHERS 



1 3 VDU IHAKE YDWI l-tfeHWC^ 
MITN VOUA.LIAOCRS 
Ja( 11] 1 1 STUOCNTS 
11 23 II 2 TEACHEAS 



24 YOU ARC AALS. TO. 1N9R0VC 
THINCS 

1 STUOCNTS 

2 TEACHERS 



1729 
254 



1729 
254 



1729 
254 



1729 

* 254 



1729 
254 



1729 
254 



Al 

13 > I 



Al 

13 



SHOULD BE 



'51 



vl 



07 C. « 

13 -J 



"ir 



A1 1 



07 

13^^01 



IS 

2 



*•■•>» 
-IT 



2* 



4U SI 



^s 

■ 



21 

27 



»4 



M SlvOfl 



II 24i 

.1 29 ^: 



>;iS 

•in 
'J 



2 

silJwia 



Ml 



I'tJHI 
31 B«2I 



7 •'51 



•04 S^J 
•44:4^40 



•07dU«l 
•71 :4»0I 



•09 4*M 
•73 &.9i 



•99U0«« 

•OQ Si' 



•SI 4»73 
•7S 



; \ 



243 



233 



I 




D)AGNOST)C 

- . f Of 

LEADERSHIP 



SCKOOLCOOi 


REPOnTOATf 
M/10/7* 


LEVEL ' 
^OEPY-n SOCIAL STUOlCSv 


SCHOOL NAME 


SYSTEM NAME 


ALL mOOLE SCMOOLS 


HJmWf .09. ALL SCHOOL! IN SUftVCV 



16 



i.,03 



2.ai 



2*41 



9f 2«21 
9« 2*M 24 



99 2*H 29 



1.0C.2.M 2$ 



3 
2S 



12 24 4J &1 



20 
4 



48 



9 ' 24 
2 



BO 

20 



\- 



22 14 20 
4 ■ i« 21 



22 Ml 14 

1 . ai 23 



SB 

• u 



ITCNS 25 24 27 20 29 30 



20 
19 



25 YOUR LEADERS SHOM TMAT 
. THE MORk DONE BY YOU AND 

IfOUR f EERS IS IHPORTAMT 
11 1 STUDENTS 
Zll 2 TEACHCAS 



UlTH TOUN LEADERS 
1 1 STUDENTS 
11 2 TEACHERS 



27 YOUfOA. YOUR FURS CAN 
IRINO ABOUT CHANCES IN UHAT 
IS DONE 
4 1 STUDENTS 
. 14| 2 TEACHERS 



— za LCAoERi #iuWlD€ Chances 

FON YOU TO MORA UITM YOUR 
* PIERS IN FRIENDLY .MAYS 
14 1 STUDENTS 
21 2 TEACNEBS 



IWtE kftfxIK tHAfcW %Mk 
IS NUCH CONCERN ABOUT. A JOI 
IEIN6 DON^ AS 00 LEAOCCS 

.9 1 STUDENTS 

U. 2. TEACHCAS 



lO. YOU-AIM) YOUR MM fUX 
IT •Lisa IT' IS", to. YOUN' 
LEADERS 
It}. 14 ISTUOiMTS 
. 2J . 44 . 2 TEACHKBS 



SHOULD BE 



""iNtiirfiBY 



1729 
254 



1729 
254 



1729 
254 



1729 
254 



1729 
254 



1729 
254 



B7 

li^ 



B1 

13 



B7 

IS 



Si 2B 



i-l . 19 



114 

a 



2 la 



B9 21 : l« 



21 2aft 



32 tS 
27 . Bl 



11 
2B 



22 : SB 



2a:. 
ti:i4a| 



2 a.49 1*00 B«n 
12 S.24 .S3 'S.7B 



B«24 



a«B9 

31|:b«bo 



4 .3.U 
31;3««g 



9 

313^ 



4»M 
45]. 4*0* 



•B7 

« 79 ^4401 



•B3 ',4k4a 
«7fl B«tt 



•90 4.aB 
•45 .4.4B 



•41 JUi 



244 



234 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
* for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCHOOL CODE 


.REPORT DATE 


LEVEL 


0034-O02 


06/10/74 


OEFI* SOCIAL STUOIES 


0. SCHOOL NAME 


SYSTEM NAME 


ALL NIODLE SCHOOLS 




SUMNAKV OF. ALL SCHOOLS IN SURV6V 



IS 



•at 



•9« 
•94 



2.12 
3*03 



2^03 
3^19 



2^ U 



•92 2.87 



U02 2«I4 
•93 2^<1 



•92 
•9C 



•91 
•94 



^•94 
2^7a 



2* It 
2.79 



FflEQUENCY 



IS 37 



24 

5 



31 



1 23 



ITEMS 31 32 33 34 35 36 



31 YOU HAVE A . CHANCE TO 
SHOM CONCERN fOR OTHERS 

13 1 STUDENTS 

29 2 TEACHCRS 



32 YOWt LElOC _ 
BACK YOU UP ^ 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHCRS 



'sUPfWTAND 



11 



33 YtArcmfAMtCAWUiyH 
LEADERS TO HELP INPROVC 
rHINGS 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



W-Y0U«rt:C«JER5-7ttV*7G~CET 
rOUR IDEAS 
iti 12 1 STUDENTS 
23j 2C 2 TEACHEltS 



13 
21 



11 



liELP TO SOLVE. A COMMON 
PROBLEM 
7 1 STUDENTS 
II 2 TEACHERS 



36 YOinUfrWDOTOreHTTO 
SIVE.HELP 70 OTHERS TO MARE 
THINGS BETTER 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS • 



-SHOULD BE 



^^•07 



iNTENSiinr 



1729 

256. 



1729 
256 



1729 
256 



1729 
256 



1729 
256 



1729 
256 



20 
5 



19 



21 



21 



15 



26 
34 



31 ':S3 



31 



31 



31 



M. 32 



3«0I 
3.72 



3«0I 
3*54 



3«04 
S.49 



3«9C 
3«40 



3«03 
3.31 



47 ^»T2 



•88 
•55 



• 88 
•44 



• 91 
•6^ 



5.34 
3«91 



4«82 
4«43 



4.57 
4«28 



4«54 
72} 4*10 



«8« 4.38 
•73 3«97 



> 



245 



235. 




DtAGNOSTiC 
SURVEY 

«fOf 

LEAOERSHtP 
IMPROVEMENT 



"SCHOOL CODE 


' REPORT DATE 


LEVEL 


0036^02 


04/10/76 


OEPV-* SOCIAL STUDIES 


SCHOOL NAMf 


SYSTEM NAME 


ALLNIOOLE^SCHOOLS \ 


SUMUUIV OF, ALL SCHOOLS IN SUKVEY , 



paqe'-o* 



IS 



ITEMS 37 M 39 '40 41 42 



SHOULD BE 



SCOi 



•9S 



2.34 
2«M 



7 

3C 



32 
11 



19 

25 



17^0EClSIGttS AKE MADE BY . 
THOSE CLOSE TO THE PROSLEN 
S04WCE 
11 1 STUOEMTS 
.14 2 TEACHERS 



1729 
296 



•7 1 14 

13 > 



9| 19 27 
9 22 



3«01 
92i 3«S0 



•92 3«9i 
• 66^4^1« 



• 9S 2«19 
•92 2««9 



7 
2« 



ISj 23 90 19 111 
9 20 23 19 



snVfES UW HAKE DECISIONS 
WHICH AFFECT YOU AAE AUME 
3F THE TH1N6S. YOU FACE 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



1729 
296 



■it 10 



19 



3llJ«»1 



•92 9«a6 
•64 4.6I 



•91 '2^39 



1 
2% 



11] 16 . 39 10 14 

9 22 21 • 17 



39 V6U OA VOOR PURS 
INFLUENCE WHAT HAFFENS TO 

VOU 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



1729 
296 



81 .• M 



10 27 
9 M 



MM 



3.M 
69i 64«1 



*91 Z*Xl 
2^90 



1 . 10 22 39 14 



3 22 23 2C 



»0 DCCISIONI AAl NAfiC IN 
SUCH A NAY. .THAT. YOU 00 NOT 
NINO CARA YUM. THBI OUT 
r STUDENTS 
2. TEACHERS 



1729 
296 



'^9|..If 
.4 



SO 
22 



10 
3 41 



• s«oo 



31 



MM 



•991.4^ 



• 9f 

•91 2« 



0 

29 



22 
0 



-il NEEDED UflU CITl DOME ifi 
CAUSE YOUN leaders: AND 
PIERS NORN 70SETHER 
S3( lOl 12 1 S7UDENTS 
10 / 21 22 - 2 TEAiCHEftS 



1729 
296 



07 L I 

13 > I 



9 J«£0 
91 M« 



•«7 

•60 .4»ii9 



•94 .2*«4 



0 

20 



9 13 14 23 .11 



0 u 4 . 10 21 . 22 



12 YOUR. LAADCftS TRY TO CET 
roU TO' REACN HIGH COALS ' 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACMIRS 



1729 
296 



•1 ,L.:X4 
13^41 



23 4.J 
.11 Hi 



31 ; 



••3. 
•62 



246 



236 




\ 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



•CHOOLCOOe 


WOBTOATE 




LEVEL 


OOM^OOS 




DEW4 


SDCSAL STUDIES 


SCHOOL NAME 




SYSTEM NAME 


ALL MIOOLC SCMQOLS 




Of. ALL SCIOOLS' IN SURVEY . 



IS 



1.05 



1.01 



1.00 
•9« 



2*U 
2.71 



2.49 

3 



2.49 3C 



2.M 



95 2.U 
Vi 2 .TO 



2.23 
2.13 



10 



16 



23 



22 



19 
22 



13 
20 



17 

191 23 



ITEMS 43 44 49 4« '4t 4« 



- «3 VOU TAKE PAAT IN JU06IH6 

rouR pehfomamce 

\ll 1 STUDENTS 
20 2 TCACHCRS 



■ EXPECTED Of 7HEM 

10 1 STUDENTS 

11 2 TEACHCRS 



11 



t5->iHjirraa»MS"i*DBniiTr 

you AND YOUR P£CRS IN 
FRIENDLY .NAYS 
11 1 STUDENTS 
Sci 2 TEACNCRS 

\ . ■ 



4irvowrirEiOER5~osTTi»wr 

rH£Y "TINO OUT" TO NAKE . 
rHiNCS SETTER 
14 JL STUDENTS 
2C 2 TEACHERS 



THAT YOU OR YOUR pE£RS CAN 
HELP NAICE DECISIONS 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



46 -WST^AXTTrOWrnKETfiBr^ 
TO CET THE J08 DOME 
12 1 STUDENTS 
2C 2 TEACHERS 



SHOULD BE 



1T29 
254 



1T29 
256 



1729 
254 



1T29 
234 



1729 
256 



1T29 
256 



a? 

13 



46 
47 



10 

32 



3G 94 10 3*15 
23 3« 32 3.90 



20 35 10 3.14 
20 42 32 3«9fl 



3«04 
3.91 



3«D9 

3^ 



3.341 
3<A6 



3.20l 

3.5<; 



— INTWOTV 

— scoa 



• 89 
•68 



• 86 
•41 



• 61 
•62 



.66, 
•60 



•as 

•66 



4*41 
4.44 



4.57 
3.«2 



5.15 
3.13 



4.48 
4.75 



9.42 
4.96 



•81 4.88 
•61 4.80 



A. 



. 247 



237 



■ \l ■ 




DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



RgPQRT DATE 



04/10776 



SCHOOL NAME 



ALL mOOLE SCHOOLS 



LEVa 



DCPT* SOCIAL SIUfilES 



SYSTEM NAME 



SUNNARV- OF ALL SCHOOLS IM SURVEY 



18 



i.02 
1«0Q 



• 93 
•94 



2<.44 
3.21 



2«TC 



9S 2.24 IC 



L 



4 



11 



SI 16 11 



ITEMS 49 50 51 52 



»9 YOUa LfAOCAS SHMIC UHN 
VOU MOST ALL TH£ IITOIUU 
lOM YOU N£ED OiR MANT 
It I STUDENTS 
23 ' 2 TEACHERS 



— 5D"^M0ST"Jir'crr-H:DNCTfEtr 

ftMO HELF EACH OTHER 
14 1 STUOCMTS 
31 . 2 TEACHERS 



23 II 



51 INFO ON WHAT YOU OO ANO 
ifM NELL YOU 00 IT IS USED 
ro HELP SOLVE PROaLENS 
19i 11 1 STUDENTS ' 
23 ' 14 2 TEACHERS' / 



»2 tHC UA6CRS i^XTH 
THEIR PEERS AMO> PEOPLE SE- 
LOM THEM rTD MARE OKISIONS 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



/ 



SHOULD BE 



•10 



^iMTGirsm 



1729 
254 



1729 
254 



1729 
254 



1729 
254 



4^ li 27 
4 28 



13 



IC 24 . 
3 . 14 47 



3 14 29 

•1:4 23 



27 
14 



. 42 
49 



10 a^XD 



33 



3*41 



11 3«1J 

32 



li 3«U 
32 Ml 



••2 4.47 
•44 4.S9 



••3 -vao 

•40 3*tl 



•49 4%41 
•43 4*04 



•47 <5«0i 
•49 





DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 

IS 



2.ao 



2.22 

2«ai 



. . SCHOOL qOOE. „ 

0036-002 

SCHbOLNAME 

ALL HIOOLE SCHOOLS- 
FACTOR OEFENITIONS 



CONFIDENCE ANO TRUST 
ITEMS 01 04 05 12 14 15 16 
IT 18 26 32 41 44 49 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



COMNUNICATION 

ITEMS 13 19 20 21 23 24 29 
30 33 34 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



CONTROL 

ITERS 06 2t 29 31 36 42 43 
51 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



DCCISIOM^'NAJCINC ' ~ 

ITEMS 02 03 OT 10 11 22 39 

}T 3a 39 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



INTER«;TIDiniJFLUeKCE 

ITEMS 00 09 2T 40 49 46 4T 
V8 50 52 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



REPORT DATE 
06/tO/T6 



OEPT- 



. LEVEL 
SOCIAL' STUDIES 

SYSTEM NAME 



Nummary of all schools in survey 



SHOULD BE 

FREQUKNCV I 



.I4l 
.4^ 



INTENSITY 

scoac: 

PWIXX; 



4«5a 

3.88 



3.09! 



3.19 
3.53 



4.52' 
4.03, 



4«38, 
4.07i 



.4a 63 
4.13 



4«9« 
4.22 



249 

239 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCHOOL COOC 


RCPORTOATi 


LEVEL 


003*->002 




DCn-t SOUAL.STUBIES 


SCHOOL NAMI 




SYSTEM NAiyiE 


ALL MIOOLE SCHOOLS 


jsUHNAAY- Of M.L SdmLS IN SlttVCT . 




250 



240 




DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for" 

LEADERSHIP ' 
IMPROVEMENT 

IS 



INT EM 

$nv 

SCORE 
5.99 



5.64 



•4.96 



6.B9 



HO 



12 [TRUE 



KATE UHAfr vqu AM) VdUR PEERS 00 



VOU ARE 



ANO 



06 irOUH LE AIDERS 



DOIHC" TD HdLP VOU. IMPROVE* 



you pR ypuR 



DECISIONS MHUCM AFfBCT VOU. 



47 tHINCS ARE ORCAHIZED 
ip££l$ CAM HO:p AN(£ 



41 NEEOfEO NMK 



hrOUR LEADERS AMO 



14 LEADERS 
AH Cl»EN 



[4.75 



4.65 



4.64 



NQSr ALL 



46 VOUD LEADERS USE 



lOKf THIMGS 



lOEAiS FOK HaIyS TO IK PROVE THIMS COME FROM 



ALL 



COHPLET 



ARE 
MAV 



.. SCHOOL CppE_^^ 

0036-002 

'7 r7.'L~TrZspHpOLl^AM 

allITiodle' sSci^ 



CRITICAL ITEMS 
TEACHERS 



06/10/ T6 



OEPT- SOCIAL STUDIES 

"'"system name 



SUNMMVTof: ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEV 



E INFORHATIOM IS USEO TO 



US£ 



EERj 



CETS 



ieETT£R« 



CONCERNED* 



TAKE PARiT l^ 



10 ITEMS WITH HIGHEST 1NTEN51TV S LORES* 



WHAT ThEV KNOW ABOUT "jkjy LEUJERS UKEmr EFFORTS 0 OB fATH 



TAiqE A PART IN MAKING 



SO THAT YOU OR VOIA 
DECISIONS'. ~" 



DIRKT lOMS 



JOINT UNJERSTAMOING 3F EMLUITIV: CRI- 



TERIA SIfULq SE 
LI ZED* 



USE INFOUtATION 

BEfUVIOR TO NAKd POSkTItdE CIUN«£^* 



INVOLVE 
CISIONS 



THE 0RCAH12AU8II 



SO 



MAKING DECISIONS. 



DOME BECAUSE OF THE HAV 
PEERS UORK TOGETHER. 



HHAT THEV SHOULD KNOW IN 



BV THE CNES WHO ARE INVOtVEtf; SUBflRWNCTIS-BnfrTflrSTriTUJG-TUT 



UOR& TOSETI<ER TO GET THE JOB DONE LEADERS ESTABLISH A gWl CT WE NHICH 



UHAT THEV "FIND OUT" T^, 



JUC CIN6 YOUR JPERFJPIUMN^^^^ 



SUBOUIMAIES 
WHICH AfFCCT 



THAf SUBO ISIN ITE ' WO T IS ~1ISE > FO I 



PEOPLE IM TliE ORKANIUTIDN MDRK :0- 



OPERATIVaV 



LEADERS 



I ^ FORMAT 



IliFORMAT[lON |FOR 
MENT OF 
FRDN ALL 



IMS SUBOROIAATCS AS 



THE SUfiOROl^ATES 
IN FORMAT ION 



ESTAILISHEO IND' ITl 



IPOUr SUUJR0INAT5S* 



ON JOINimOBLCMS TREAT-* 



COOPERATIVE 



OF PORTUft IT IE S_K R SU MAC 



SHOULD BE 

"frequency 



HIP lOVEVENT 



SHOULD BE HI LUIS. TO 



CAK 



IN HAM 

THEH* 



SHOULD 



ftE STMICrURED 



EOU«LS* 



UUMiP. MTfiRACTIOM* 



ABOtr :StJ flOKC IN AT ES IS USEO 



"GUIDANCE. 



DPERATlflW AMD IMPROVE- 
IS GATHERED 



THE QR6«)HUAtTI0Ji 
LEVELS 



„^ , , , ^ INATE PARTICl- 



MC OE- 



PRC VIDE HELPFUL 



AND 



LISTEN 



,^qe3.13 

INTENSITY 
■ SCORE 



PLAN ACTION 
4A0E lAKCN 



251 



241 




DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCHOOL COOg 



003^002 



SCHOOL NAME 



REPORT DATE 



06/10/76 



ALL KIOOLE SCHOOLS 



LEVH. 



OCi>T- SCIENCE 



SYSTEM NAME 



fS 



i.oa 



i*03 



•93 



1.00 



•94 

U03 
•94 



:.so 

2.91 

I* 
I* 



2. 

2mU 



20 .93 17 . 14 
111 ll{ 16 33 U a4 

21 n 33 17 14 



19 



ll{ 12 17 32 14 
29 31 29 



10 
9 

4 



3C 
26 

3fi 



22 34 17 13 

laj 17 . 34 16 12 
24 34 17 13 

.Oil ^AB-Jal-il-AJ 



FREQUENCY 



10 30 24 14 
19 



19 37 14 19 
29 33 14 



20 
10 

20 



ALL ITEMS 
STUDENTS TO TfACHEAS 
TEACHCHS TO OCPI^ HEAPS 



TOTAL 

1 BLACK 

2 WHITE 

3 ONIENTAL 

4 AMERICAN INDIAN* 

5 PUERTO RiCAN 

. 6 MEXICAN AMERICAN 
7 CUBAN 



STUDENTS 

1 BLACK 

2 UNITE 

3 OT HER 



TEACHERS 

1 BLACK 

2 UNITE 

3 QTHat 



N 



SUMMARY OF. ALL SCHOOLS 

SHOULD 

'."Vrequencv ^ 



IN SURVEY 
BE 



1793 

256 

1483 

12 
19 
6 
9 

_ ^6 
1S66 
230 
1287 

225 
28 
. A96 
1 



% 

100 
14 
. 82 



5 
' 6 
22 
9 
4 



. 20 21 

- '30 29 

10| 19 27 
9 



17 27 

20 29 



19 
19| 29 
22 26 
18 29 
18 24 



37 

90 

58 

39 
3* 

IS 

37 
6C 

36 

21 

38 

<62 
67 
61 



6 
10 

s 

... • 

32 
28 



9.14 

2^97 

9^17 

3^19 
9*04 
2«S9 
9*02 
9«S9 



9*10 
2^91 
9«19 
9»C8 

3M 

32[ 9«S4 



iNTENSiinr. 

4.06 

3.29 

4.«0 

3.S1 
3^71 
3^93 

U02i.3«21 



• 89 

• 99 
•88 

• 86 
1^00 

.92 



•72 
•91 
•95 
•89 

•V 

•65 



8«76 
4.63 

3.22 

4. 

4^34 



.66 4.09 
•65 4. 



252' 



243 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 

" is" 



06/10/76 



SCHOOL NAME 



• 97 



1.0C 



7*60 

3. 



2.4S 

2.73 



2.21 
3^01 



2*31 
3*04 



2*34 



1.04 a.si 

1.01 t^AI 



2 

' 3fl. 



2 
21 



20 31 



7 14 



12 31 



ALL NIOOLE SCHOOLS 



ITEMS 01 02 03 04 05 06 



DEPT-> SCIENCE . 

- SYSTEM NM[e J 



SUMNAAV .OF ALL SCHOOLS. IN SURVEY 



TAKE PART IN INPMVINC 
TH1N6S 
14 13 .1 STUDENTS 
22 24 2 TEACHERS , 



14 17 > 31 



17 ^ 3i 22 2J 
13 11 2fl 11 



01. YOUR LEADERS HAVE FAITH 

AND TRUST IN YOU 
22 1 STUDENTS 
34 . 2 TEACHERS 



— 02' TCAMMOWns'OStDTTO- 

INPROVC THINGS 
11 1 STUDENTS 
2G 2 TEACHERS 



90 31 



- wrTDwrrEwrewnKiMt, u ith 

. VOU IN SUCH A WAV THAT YOU 
LIKE TO 00 UHAT THEY EXMCT 
lal If 1 STUDENTS 
20 311 2 TEACHERS 



P 5:Y0U HAVE FAHH AMD TRUSI 
IN YOUR LEADERS 

1 STUOCNTS , , 

2 TEACHERS 



06; YOUR LEADERS USE. MHAT 
IHEY .KNOM ABOUT HON YOU ARE 
DOING TO HELP. YOU IMFROVE 

1 STUDINTS 

2 TEACHEAS 



SHOULD BE 



156a 

225 



156a 

225 



156a 

225 



156a 

225 



156a 

225 



156a 

225 



a? 

13 



ai 

13 



ai 

13 



111 34 39 
17 . 49 



11 



34 
■ 54 



3a 

42 



S7 

-59 



3.41 

32{ 3»^75 



3.ia 

32! Mi 



3 3.ZQ 
32 3.T1 



44 3 3«3fl 
50 32.3.49 



49 .3 tas 

44 32. 3M 



4 3«44 



0^,02 



4»40 
•51} 2«S7 



•ai 

• 62 



•ai 



32 3*19 •4fl 4»«9 



4«20 
&'04 



5.04 



•51>4»70 



• a2 5*22 

• 59 4.37 



81 ^.az 



•a3 4«12 
•61 5*19 



25 



244 



01AGN0STIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEAOERSHtP 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCHOOL COPE 



0034-002 



06/10/ T4 



SCHOOL NAMe_ 



ALL NIOOLE SCHOOLS 



OEfl^ SCIENCE 



SYSTEM NAME 



SUHNMV .OR MX SCHOOLS. IM SUAVEV . 



IS 



1.04 



l.OS 



• 91 

l.OC 



2.19 
2*Ta 



2.23 



2.tS 



2.14 

2*73 



•91 1*97 



.1.04 2^47. 
1^02 2.74 



3 

2i 



2 
30 



Si 24 31 
4 23 



27 
9 



36{ 32 14 10 
22 la 24 



24 

7 



15 
8 



34 

25 



34 

24 



ia( 33{. 31 13 
14 22 



30 
IS 



17 



~-l7EMS 07 OB 09 10 U 12 



07 oeClSlONS A«E HADE 
THRXMCH 7EAIIMQIIK 

12 1 S7U0ENTS ^ 

21 2 TEACHEAS 



WTbtMTLEAOEftS OlSCUSS 
UI7H YOU OH VOUA PCEAS HAYS 
TO IHTROVE 7H1NCS. 

1 STU0EH1S 

2 7EACHERS 



6^f7Y0TirX«A6tJ«-T»C£SrT0ff 
IN HAYS UHICN MAKE VOU FEEL 
IW>0K7Alt7 

1 S7UOeil7S - 

2 7EACI1EJIS 



i6~?cso~oR--YOor-w£ify-TijnE-a 

|»A«7 IN MAKINC OECISlONS 

HHICH AFFEC7. YOU 
11 1 STUDENTS 
20 2 TEACHERS 



IS FRON VOUR POINT OF VlBI 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



12 TRUE AND COMPLETE INFOR 
MAT ION IS USED TO RATE MHAT 
rob ANO YOUR PEERS DO 
II 1 STUDENTS 
19 2 TEACHERS 



SHOULD BE 



1544 

225 



1546 
225 



1568 

225 



1566 
225 



1548 
225 



1564 

225 



87 
13 



61 
13 



23 
2 



31 
24 



"•31 
20 



30 
20 



26 



41 
43 



45 



21 44 



3 3.09 
32 3*99 



. 3 9.21 
32 3«94 



3 3.09 
32 3.58 



2^93 
32] 3«f5 



3 3»16 
32 3*62 



3^30 



sc o w 



•89 4^92 
•97 



•43 S.17 
•63 4*60 



•88 S.66 
•62 4«69 



•93 3.91 
•58 S.14 



4^10 
••5«| 4.75 



•8S 4«74 
•60 S«41 



254 



245 



or AGNOSTIC 

SURVEY 
■for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCHOOLCOOe 


REPORT DATS 


LEVEL 


0036-002 


04/10/76 


OEFTt . SCIENCE . 


SCHOOL HAME 


SYSTEM NAME 


ALL MIDOLf SCHOOLS 


&UNHMV Of ALL SCHOOLS IN SUftVCV 



0^-06 



^XHTBJSITY 
SCOi 



IS 



IT£NS 13 14 15 16 It 18 



SHOULD BE 



12 11 3< 17 13 
i1 24 11 



13 YOU KMOI HOW 7HWCS ARE 
FKON VOUR LEAOERS* rOlM7 
OF VIEU 

1 S7U DENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



IM 

225 



87 I 
13 . 



21 



29 S3 



3 3.04 
32 3*54 



•91 
•64 



3.99 
4*57 



• 9S >^t4 

•9« 2^ 29 



24| 21 
5 



: BQ 
ai 



~ rCCEXDiRS ARE lULU UHAT 
THEV SHOULD WeOU IN AN OFEM 
rfAY BY .THOSE. INVOLVED 
1418 1 STUDENTS 
If 11 2 TEACHERS 



1568 
225 



87 .'-17 
13 ^ 



3.01 

3.5^7 



89 4.M 

.>*66 >W90 



l^OO 2.CA 
!• 13 2*71 21 



34 34 

13 19 



12 



15 VUl FEEL CLOSE TO TUUR 
LEAOERS . 

1 STUDENTS 
2«t 2 TEACHERS 



1968 

229 



11 .. 27 



. 24 
29 



2«77 
3«44 



.1.02 
67 



3.63 
4.51 



•97 



41 

2 



:-'3< 

' 8 



11 
18 



~16 VUj4 lEAoW L8AV£ yoo 
FREE- TO CONTROL YOUR. 
aEHAVIOR 
9 1 STUDENTS 
41 2 TEACHERS > 



1568 

225 



87 
13 



25 



3 
32 



2«49 
)«68 



1.03 



3.48 



•91 2*21 
.81 341 



3 
3fl 



31 



"^17 UHEN DECI&UMS ARE RXI^ 
. THEY ARE AASEO ONi INFO. YOU 
. THINK IS. RICHI; AND FAIR 
. 1 STUDENTS 
22 ^: 21 2 TEACHERS 



1568 

225 



18 



;4i 



33L.»^«4 



.89 
•56 



S*I8 
4*21 



2 
21 



16 

9 



21 

12 



U VOU PfllL.»JENOLV.HITH. 
rout LEAOERl 
X3| 1 STUDENTS . 
2 TiACMERS 



1568 

225 



81 



13 .\- 



41 



•89 

.54 



3.69 
2*76 



255 , 




DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
' for 
LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT" 



•CHOOtOOM ^ 


r MMNTOATI 


LEVEL 


00S4-002 






■CHOOLNAM 


9Y8TEM NAME 


ALk 'MIOOit>iCMQOI.t 


sumumv:of:^ im sukvcv , 



u 00 tin 



♦ • V r 



2*M 



99 Un 3Q 



• 94 2»il 



3 
21 



J 

21 



' 3 
29 



31 

7 



23 
' 4 



31 
4 



29 
3 



24 
4 



2M 
. 29 



: M 
2S 



HCt» CHAIKC. MM TMUMS AA£ 

141 . 1 1 STUOCNTS 
14 ; to 2 TCACHEU 



ITSMS If 20 21 22 21 24 



19 vou 01 voua ru as CAN 

IIIM«. ABOUT . CNAMESi l» 

roLicics 

1 STUOfHTS 

2 TEACHEAS 



WaOVt TMIN6S. COMK FSON 
ILL CONCEKNeO 
II I STUDENTS 
X4 2 TEACMESS 



22 NH^ .VtiuA.LCiUU MU 
rOUR IDEAS TNEY..TRY TO 
JS£ THEM 
14] .'IC 1 STUDENTS 
22 II 2 TEACNERS 



Z3~V0U SHAJlC .V64riL FfiCLlMi 
MITM YOUR tlADEAS 
2t< 3M 121 1 1 STUDENTS 
7 24 1^ 2i| 2 TEACHERS 



24 YOU ARE ABLE TO INfROVE 
rHINGS 
11 1 STUDENTS 
Ml l«i . 19 .2 TEACHERS 



SHOULD .BE 



IMS 

22S 



156R 

225 



IMR 

225 



156* 

.225 



194* 

225 



15 AS 
225 



S7 
13 



S7 
13 



67 
13 



2 



13. rri 



29 
.4 



: 24 

. 9 



24 

, S3 



35.27 
30 . 23 32] 



25 . 22 
24 : S2 



. 31 ^S4 
2M t29 



24 ;32 



32 



2«M 
3.31 



9«M 



J.Oi 



3.04 
32| 2.24 



SCORft 



•93 
•71 



J^44 ^70 4.42 



2^92 •«6 4.07 
3^i4 ^74 ^42 



3 M2 i.OO 3*i1 



S,3S ^77 



4.9* 
4.U 



5.99 
4«4tt 



5#U 



^•32 



•44 4.R2 

•73 3« 



256 



247 




DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
fof- 

. LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT. 



SCHOOL CODE 


REPORT DATE 


LEVEL 


0O36H)02 


06/10/76 




OEPT- SCIENCE 


ALL MIOOLE SCHOOLS 


SUMNAHY Of. ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY 



IS 



I. 01 2. SI 



•9C r I.7I 
i.OJ 2*69 



•91 

UOC 



•92 2««1 



24 



3 
29 



4, 43 32 



19 , 34 21 11 
20 IC 29 



a '27 14 



10 



96 21 



ITENS .25 26 2T 26 29 30 



Z5 YOUIl LCAOERS SHOM THAT 
IH£ WMfk DONE BY YOU AND 
YOUR PEERS IS IMPORTANT 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



!6~T0(r'5fURfc TUUR PROBCENS 
WITH YOUR LEADERS 
7 1 STUOENTS 
19 2 TEACHERS 



BRINfi ABOUT CHAN6ES IN WHAT 
IS DONE 
9 1 STUDENTS 
19 2 TEACHERS 



it LEiOERS PROVIDE CHANCER 
FOR YOU TO UORR MITH YOUR 
PIERS IN FRIENDLY. NAYS 

19 1 STUDENTS 

26 2 TEACHERS 



SHOULD BE 



1966 

229 



1966 

229 



1968 

229 



1968 

229 



81 . ' 6| 

13 - 



13 



21 



31 42 

23 ' 40 



23 21 
29 31 



32 26 



29 



31 



4 3.23 
32 3.90 



^•90 
321 3^32 



3^14 
3«48 



^INTCNSITY 
SCORE 



4.16 
68} 4.12 



1^01 



79 3«I3 



^88 
• 70 



•89 



3«48 



4^S2 
4.21 



4^24 
3.38 



93.2401 



• 9S 



2»«l 



23 
I 



"^29 THOSE NOT * IH CHMIU SHOli 
AS MJCH CONCERN ABOUT. A JOB 
BEINC.DONE AS 00 LEADERS 
I 1 STUDENTS 
19 2 TEACHERS 



1968 

229 



2^96 

33L3^M 



•94 4«a9 
• 73 . 4* 34 



1*04 

£40G 



2*M 



17 
19 



— SO YOU AND lout PB0crmir 

. IT "LIRE> IT>IS^ TO YOUR 

. LEADERS 
19 1 STUDENTS 
21 2 TEACHERS 



196R 

229 



■ 4 



M5 
3#U 



•97 
• 69 



-4*14 



3.91 



257 

. 24S 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



8CHO01COM . 


ItfPOATDATC 


LEVEL 




04/JUP/T4 . 


OiM* SCIiMCe 


8CHOOLNAMK 


8Y9TEM NAMB 


AiL 'NiOOtC: SCNOOiS 0 


SUMNAIIV M ALk SCNOOU. IN SUMCY 



e*.0T 



18 ' 



•91 

•94 MM 



lm04 



•92 UU 

•94 a»M 



i«02 2»14 



Mi 



4 23 .31 



II VQU HAVE A CHANCS. TQ 
IHCy CONCUN foil OTMCAS 
14| . Ml ill • 14 1 STUDENTS 
2 U 24 . 24 -2 TEACHEAS 



29 W 14 IC 
4 V U II SI 



2a( SI 

22 



U 11 
19 . 2J 



ITEMS ai S2 Si S4 SS B4 



>2. YOUR LIASCAS SUPfOAT . 
lACA YOU UP.. 

1 STUDENTS 

2 .TIACNERS 



93 YOU COMMUNICATE NITM 
LEADERS TO H£k»i IMPROVE 
rHINCS 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACMERS 



r 



>4. Y04J<tlUoCerT5v~Td 6ET 
raUR IDEAS 
16, 12 . 1 STUDENTS. 
14 . 23 2 TEACNERS 



136A: 

225 



15«A 

225 



ISAR 

225 



.15«A 
225 



a? 

13 



A7 

13 



SHOULD BE 

FREQUENCY 



4 . U 30 . . S3 
4 19 >44 



4 i 1% 
1 



/ 



20 
• 1 



29 
12 



3C 
20 



35 

52 



29 35 

20 '42 



.33 

at 



32 3«3a ^5 3.33 



6 3.01 
33 3.T3 



JtfU •86 



3«54 



^•02 
S^4< 



J»AOI 



iNTiNim 



•90 5.22 
•S9 4^U 



• 90 
•47 



4.13 



4.32 



Ti 4;;49 



94(2401 
2;tC 



34 

22 



15 YOUR. LEASERS USE YOUR < 
TO SOLVE. A COMMON 

PROSLEMcr ' 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



154S 

22S 



. 24 
4 



29 

.34 



^•«S 
3«44 



•92 
• 44 



4»34 
3«99 



• 9« 
1*04 



2*41 



1 

30 



20 



14 YOU ARE ENCOURACEO TO 
CIV E HELP TO OTHERS TO MAKE 
. fHINCS aSTTER 
19} > IS 1 STUDENTS 
11 2C 2 TEACHERS 



196* 

225 



32 



.3 3*04 
£2 3^32 



• 90 

• 74 



4.35 
3.44 




DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPRDVEMENT 



06/ 10/ 7* 



SCHOOL NAME 



ALL NIOOLE SCHOOLS 



OEPT-* SCIEUCE 



SYSTEM NAME 



SUNHARlf OF. ALL SCWOiS. IN SURVEY 



IS 



•99 2*21 
• 93 1«M 



•91 t.U 



• 97 



•90. 
•91 



• 91 3*U 30 



2. 



1 
92 



7 
90 



91 90 



il 



24 

7 



IG .20. 41 



ST OCClSiOMS AAE HAOE SV 
r NOSE CLOSE TO THC PROBLEM 
SOURCE 

sal ll( 10 1 STUDENTS 
20 20 20 2 TEACHERS 



SI 

20 



S« 

2S 



ITERS 3T 39 39 40 41 42 



9r*GNEs~is«nun(r*oi£isiuNS 

MHfCM AFFECT VOU AR£ AMARE 
OF *TH£. THINGS VOU FACE 
IC 1 STUDENTS 
29 2 TEACHERS ' 



2« 22 



IMS 

. 225 



19 TUU UR TOUR FKLRS 

INFLUENCE NHAT HAFFCNS TO 
VOU 

U| 1 STUDENTS 
.2 TEACMCRS 



^0 DIClKkGNl AAE Hm~JH~~ 
SUCH A U^-f..THAT <V0U 00 NOT 
KINO CARAYUI6.TH2M.0UT 

1 STVOENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



SHOULD BE 



"INTENSITY 



1549 

225 



1544 

225 



1544 

225 



97 « .7 



« 1 



S9 

. 4 



22 

■ 1 



25 
It 



Si 
S9 



.27 w S3 
22 



32 3*49 



8 

12 S«44 



33 



3«02i •91 3.92 
•48 4»00 



2.97 
3«49 



3«0S 
32i S«S1 



•95 3 •SI 
•74 3*«5 



5.34 
.4»95 



92| 4.64 
4^33 



•91 

l*Oj. 



2«2i 
2.91 



. 34 
II 



—TKl UkkOkO HtlU ttftlS OUWb Bk 
CAUSC VOUR LEADERS ANO 
PK£^ UQRR TOfifiTHER 

la 1 STUDENTS 

2S 2 TEACHERS 



134^ 

225. 



47 

13 . 



U 

. 2 



.40 
.49 



MM 



•87 



41. i9 



1*04 <^ 

90 



~^42 VOUA tmiAS fkV. .TO C£T 
. you TO R£ ACM MICH COALS ^ 
24 1 STUOCNTS.- 
24 2 Tl 



1944 

225 



10:J«M 
32 



• 42. 



4«97 
4»99 



I 



250 



OIAONOSTIC 
SURVEY 
. foe 

LEADERSHIP. 
IMPROVEMENT 



0034-002 



06/10/76 



SCHOOL NAME 



ALL NlOOtE SCHOOLS 



OEM- 



SCIENCE 

^sVsTeM NAME [ 



KlMNAJOr 42? ALL SCHOOLS IN SUAVEt 



IS 



K04 



• 90 
•93 



2. II 
2.7A 



2,20 
2^03 



•9^ 2*4A 



• 9< 
1^03 



•92 



2m3t 10 



2^U 
2^71 



•91 2^31 
•91 2.01 



15 



39 

29 



r 22 

D 9 



2 12 19 



18) 16 24 



I TENS 43 44 45 44 41 40 



%3 YOU TAKC PARI IN JUOGINC 
, irOUR PERf ORNANCE g 
11 1 STUDENTS 
20 2 TEACHERS 



"*»4.VdUR PEERS ACCEPT NMAT 
IS EXPECTED OF .THEN 
9 1 STUDENTS 
21 2 TEACHERS 



39 11 

19 la 



34 IS 



^5 >bUR" LEADERS WORK WITH 
VOU AND YOUR PEERS IN 
FRIENDLY NAYS?" 
11 1 STUDENTS 
34 2 TEACHERS 



k6 YOOR^LEAOEAS" UiE iiHAt^ 
rHEY -FIND OUT" TO NAKE 
THINGS BETTER 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



ii THiN^urn^^ orcanued so 

THAT YOU OR YOUR PEERS CAN 
HELP MAKE DECISIONS 
iQ . i STUDENTS * 
22 2 TEACHERS 



■ HOST ALL NORK tOCETHER 

fO CET THE JOB DONE 

12 1 STUDENTS 

22 2 TEACHERS 



1568 
225 



1568 
225 



1568 

225 



1568 
225 



1968 
225 



1968 
225 



SHOULD BE 

FREQUENCV. 



12 

' 2 



3«05 
3.54 



3^13 
3^B0 



27 38, 
14 48 



18 28 
2 21 



16 27 37 



51 



32 3^73| 



10 3*21 
32 3^45 



10 3*l<k 
32, 3«61 



12 3^191 
dl 3«69 



•86| 4.73 
•63 4^73 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCHOOL CODE 



0036-002 



, SCHO OL NA ME^ 

ALL MIDDLE SCHOOLS 



'_flEP0flTCATE_ 
04/10/76 



- , ; .LEVEL 

OEPT- SCIENCE 

"Z llsyisf EM iiAME 



SUMftARV OF ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY 



IS 



lm02 



3hn 3C 



•9^ 

m99 



2.49 



2.24 
2.M 



I 



9 ^19 32 21 
IS. 22 



IC 



FREQUENCY 



19| 39 
19 



14 



II 

id 24 



Ifl 

20 



ITEMS 49 50 31 52 



%9 YOUR LEADERS SHARE HiTH 
tan IK»T AU. THE INFORMA 
riON YOU NEED OR WANT 

1 STUOEMTS 

2 ICACHCRS 



MO HELP EACW OTHER 
14 1 STUDENTS 
2l| 2 TEACHERS 



nnniflroii"aHAT"if04roo^Ai»o 

flOM NELL YOU 00 IT IS USEO 
ro HELP SOLVE PRORLENS 
IX . ■■ "TUOENTS ^ 
I« A . EACHCRS 



THEIR PBERS'ANO' P£OPLE BC^ 
LOU THCJt^TO HARE DECISIONS 

11 1 STUDENTS 

23 2 TEACHERS 



1548 

'223 



1544 

225 



225 



1544 

225 



• 3 



SHOULD BE 

l_FREQijE5K:v' 



IT 



I2| 25 
20 



19 



12 
31 



35 
40 



11 

.32 



11 

32 



3.21 



5w„.a 



Kid 
3.U 



.4.10 



INTENSITY 



•46 4.15 
•53 4«42 



5.04 



9«U 
S«63 



• 44 

•37 



4*73 
4.t7 



4^53 



2G1 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 



SCHOOL CODE 

0036-002 

.7 ~^^^QPL}iMi£ 



REPORT p AT E_ 
06/i0/76 



IMPROVEMENT ALL MiOOLE SCHOOLS 



OEPT- 



IS 



FREOl/fNCV 
S I D 



27 
Ql 



14 



T9 



II 
•I 



23 
91 



FACTOR OEFENItlONS 



CONFIDENCE AMD TRUST 
ITEHS 01 0^ 05 12 14 15 
17 IS 26 32 41 44 49 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



CQNNUNICATION ' 

ITEMS 13 19 20 21 23 24 25 

30 33 34 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



CONTROL 

ITEMS 06 2a 29 31 34 42 43 

51 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



:DECisioiHiUKift£ " 

ITEMS 02 03 07 10 11 22 3^ 

37 38 39 / 

1 STUDENTS I / 

2 TEACHERS j 

j 

INT cikAcrx o»riHaucNcc " ' 

ITEMS OS 09 27 40 45 4^ 47 

kB 50 52. / 

1 STUDENTS . / 

2 TEACHERS 



LEVEL. . 
SCIENCE y 

SYSTEM NAME 
SUMMARY DF ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY 

SHOULD BE 

FREUUtNCV ' 



□ £4.11 



INTENSIFY 
SCORE. 

■ xxxxxi 
; ' XXX XX 

• . • l\ 

i 



13.11 
i 3-63. 



i 3.02 
3«45 



3.15, 



3.06^ 
3.52 



3.16 
3««0 



I 4.111 



I 4.S4 
I 4.17 



4.61 
4.49 



9.01 
4.49 



262 



253 



DIAONOSTIC 
SOflVEV 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPF^VEMENT 



SCHOOLCOOt 


REPORT DATE 


LEVEL 


0034*002 < 


06/10/76 


OEFT- SCIENCE 


SCHOOt NAME 


SYSTEM NAME 


ALL moots SCHOOLS 


SmWARV OF ALL SCHOOLS IN SUKVEV . 



I Mil 

811V. 

tarn 
6* to 



9.22 



S»1B 



NO 



II 



roua 

rou 



20 



lOCAS 



06 



11 



iCAteAlj nujAY VtDU IN MAYS MUCH NAftfi 



_ Hllt lUVS 
CONCEINCD* 



IrOUil LEAtaiftSl OISjCUt^NtTH VOU OR YOUR 
pan UAfS ID IKNUWE THINCS. 



IMi 

VOU 



fOui 

THAI 



iroul I 

ED 



VOU 



(as 



LEA BUS 



oil . 



lltftDRTifir* 

Tta 1I#IU1VE THINGS CONC. FBON 



PEOPLI HrtO 
IRC AMAM 



liashq 

VOU 



IHUBS 4U flDNC. 



KMCH NGW IV IS FRON VOUR 



LIl|e TC 

suymv 



"71 DU 



10 ITENS NITH HrCHEST INTSNSITV SCORES* 



Of (YNE 



00 



PtSRIUH 



0^.12 



CRITICAL ITEMS 
STUDENTS 



DIRECT 



09 r AIM AKO AC$ >«iPQM. 



StJiaROIl4lT&3j AftOJT OplCM^2AT)IOM^ 

6QU.S 



su laROM au tr: ai eas 



IkCN TME SA^.XPNUPCM^IOM 
CO LLiACUES 



61 



IMFQRAHIION 
NCNT OF fHE. 
FRDN 



DECISIONS NHICH Af FECT 
THINCS. VOU. FACE. 



OF 



VflU IN lUCH A NAV. 
MHAT THEV CJCFECT. 



AND BACA. VOU UF« . 
tiCAUSE OF.'TME NAV . 



UOUl IbMIMEil* 
HCLF CHAIttC HON 



NM>I..THCV>RAg S6SED ON 



SHOULD BE 



IONS FOR 



SI lOROIN ITE, 
6CU.S* NET 
RE UTILI 

LEWERS 



lEO. 



liRBSnKTES 



NORN 
OOINti 



ARjE USEO 
FE99L6I I 



. Affluiimticv. 

ORDINATiS 



CCWLETI 



FiMAL-oqcis; 



ORMIUAlUa^ IS 
LCVB.S« 



IHnir FOLOiTIRNINIM. 
k ICIIUTilfcS -~ 



SUBORDINAEIS 



AS 



iH6 suRoppiMim 



C4uUfUKpCt< 

iiln.iNu^fo< 



OOIERVALNLB 



DFCa UUM. ARDiJRPROVH 



UH EN SUi QROI MLH S MA U. N I 



mm h 



IMFUMRUMT 



MS IHAT^ 



ur Bonii EET- OTTS nm Evn m m Exi= 



AS' 



fcCTIOHS 



UNO ERST 



EOMLS. 



AND URAT li U FOii ftUai 

^ Em m hh mi r 



ATTEMFTS. TO 



SATNEREO 



wen HTi inv nvT wn r 



ihCC)IF.TA|UA 

I 



STRUS* 

H. aferpniruHi UM. 

RMIUXIDM MBR&'.CO- 



MEMMVttOPtM. 



AS 



ROM 



souta . 

PROtLCNS 



.iAVS 
THE It . 



SUI> 



IS 

inn 



FLAN AjCIlON 
HAOE 



"INTEMSr 
SCORE 



263 

, 254 



\ 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



0036-002 



06/10/T6 ll 



LEVEL 



IS 



INTEN 
SITV 

SCOft£ 

5«T9 



(•41 
5.35 

9.13 

5*04 
4.99 

4, 95 



I 

06 hrOUR LEADERS 



FREOUF-NCV 



12 JKJE 
MTE 



46 HOST 

I 



DEPT-* SCIENCE 

~"SCHC«L NAME "ZT- -ZZIZL-Illl'."!— - ll.S^'STEM .MAME ■ 

ALL MIDDLE SCMLsl ^UHMRV OF ALL SCHOOLS IN SUMEY . 

SHOULD BE 

r— - m 

N % 



AND COMPLEtIe InIfORMATION IS USED TO 
WHAT VOJ AW VGlJR PEERS 00, 



ALL 



P6ERS CA« HELP A«(C DECISIONS. 



10 SrOU PR vpUR PEER 
41 



DECISIONS WHICH 



NEEDED HQAK 
rOUR LEADERS 



TEAMifORX 



YOUR 
COALS 



10 ITEMS WITH HlfiH EST INTENSITY S:OR£S* 



USE MHaV they know about -WW LfWEJI^UKE AM 



yOUR LEADERS) USE UHAl THEY KNOW ABO 
YOU ARE DOING" T3 HELP YOU IMPROVE. 

07 DECIiSIONjS ARE HADC TftROUGH TEAMWORK. 



Wb4( TojcEtSfER TO 6ET THE ^JJ^^^ 



47 [iHlMiS Ai£ ORGANIZED 



LEADERS 



CETS 
AMD 



IS 



PEOPLE H 40 HAKE 



THE , 

YOU ^RE iUARE OF 



JS£D 
TRY 



CRITICAL HEMS 
TEACHERS 



3IRECT10NS FOR INPKOVEKENT 



_ _ „ EFFOIT T3 OerAlN ANO 

usi iNFO^uufiioii laouf ^uioroiuat is* 



BEMVIOR 



R^RES a^TAT ibis' FROM WF FERE jT 0 ^fffT^ 
_^___.V?r --C FORI! WB:iSIQIt$-«AKlh6 



VELS 



IZUIONAL LE 
TBAMS. 



JOINT UN lERSr ANO INC 



TEUA SHpULO 
LIZEO* 



SO THAT YOU OR YOUR THE ORCAMIZAIION 



SO 



TARE A PART IN MAKING. 
AFFECT YOU* 

DOliE BECAUSE OF THE WAY 
PfflS WORK TOGETHER* 



TO IMPROVE THINGS* 



TO 



THE 



MAICINC DECISIONS. 



INVOLVE suBt aniMp icat. awf*» 

M THE ORSAMIUTim 1^ 



GOALS 



DECISIONS WHICH AFFECT LEADERS CNOW 
THINGS YOU FACE* 



OF 



EST AILISli A 
:0OPHUT[VE 



THAT 



HiSQROIMATE 



WHENEVER 
USED. 



TO UKE 



PEOPLE I., T- -r 

OPERATI¥Ei.Y.QN JOINT 
INC SUBOWIMATCS 



FREOUENCV 



» £#ALU^TIVc CRI 

BE ESTA1LIC4ED MO JTI- 



UJBOIfilNATCS 



ANO 



SU60RDINA US fCRY 



itiUJCTURE WHICH 
CROUP IMrfiRA:TIO>l« 



SHDJLO 



iNPur IS 



IE sriRucruRE 



PfU U.€l#^ TRpAT- 
EQUALS 



POSBIiLE TEIMHQUI SWULl BE 



BUT 



.HELL 



GIVEN F3R SilBORIIHArC 



UNO ERST INOrftOB. ENS 



AA 



5. 



NAKliG OB- 



REALISTIC 



INTENSITY 

scout ' 



(OCX XX 



PLAN ACTION 
lUDE TAKai 



USED FOR 



2G4 



255 



ERIC 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 





MPorrroATE 


LEVa 


0034-002 


0A/10/T4 


deftt mathematics 


SCHOOL NAMB 


. SYSTEM KAME • 


ALL 'MIDOLE SCHOOLS 


SUWURV .OF. AtL SCHOOLS IN SlIJtVEV 



18 



i.oa t.si 

14 03 ZkM 

^ 

i.p] ti^JS 
i.pi «.ai 

l.M t«M 
L*02 UU 
1*01 t»i4 



i.Ol 



.91 3«11 



10 

■ f 
II 
la 

10 



21 CIJ 
14.11 

24 as 

M ' U 

24 ai 



19 u 
i4 'i4 14 • la 



23 >4 11 ^ 14 
10 SI 14 19 

24 S4 11 . 14 
2J ai 14 11 



11 
Sl 



11 23 24 

11 li 29 

tflj 23 24 

3i ' 1 



ALL ITEMS 
STUOCMTS TO TUCHEMS 
TEACMEAS TO DEPT. HEADS 



TOTAL 

1 BLACK 

2 hhIte 

3 ORIENTAL 

4 AMERICAN INDIAN 
9 rUERTO RICAN 

6 MEXICAN AMERICAN 

7 CUBAN 



STUDENTS 

1 BLACK 

2 HHITE 

3 OTHER 



TEACHERS 

1 BLACK 

2 WHITE 

3 OTHER 



N 



1943 

299 

1407 

11 
B 

3 
9 

-1 ^, 
1442 
244 
1341 
39 



301 
33 
244 
2 



100 


. 4 


3 


19 


. 7 


9 


B2 


S 


3 




. 4 


5 




3 


5 




11 


24 




4 


4 




7 


4 


84 


. .7 


' 4 


14 


. 7 


4 



81 

2 



SHOULD BE 

'frequency 



4 : a9 .29 14 



IT . 2B 

10 22 

17 29 

22 32 
22 30 



21 29 
.•19 21313] 2lI.3kII 



10 28 39 
22 23 29 12l2«S4 



20 29 . 30 



24 40 2B.J-4C 



34 


10 


.J«14 


30 


IS 


2. 39 


17 


. ..9 


S*14 


M 


4 


2.9B 


14 


4 


S.04 


19 


• 9 


2.92 


14 


4 


3.07 



IT 

21|« 40 
12 72 



1.12 
2*94 



42 3.97 
24 S.41 

9 3.72 



3^5.01 



INTEHSITV 

. scoat 



4.U 

3«U 

4.40 

2.0T 
4.19 

1«I7| 3*11 



• BB 
•94 



•90 
•91 



•90 



.94 5>09 
•90 4.41 
•94 3.14 
•BB 4*74 
3.49 



•94 



4.94 



•44 3.79 
•44 3.0T 
•44 3«74 
•99 9.71 



2G5 

257 




DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



gCW OLNAMg 



ALL ;;iOOLfi SCHOOLS 



SV8TEM ?<AME 



SUMHARV .QF jILL SCMDOIS IN SURVEY 



IS 



• 79 



ImOQ 



.«1 



3.91 



a*9j 



24 




92 TSANtMWK Ii> U5CS TO 
inrMVC THIMCS 
«j 251 B4i ill • II I STUOCMTS 
2J 24 i« 2 TeACitfRS 



23 



14 



IT 



r.iBs 02 03 C4f 06 



M .2^r 21] 
■ 1 20| 44 



31 
22 



14 



11 



D3 VOU OR- VOUn PIEU CJUl 
fAKK PAIKT IN INVROVIHC 
7H1NCS 
111. II 1 STUOCNTS 
21 22 2 TCACHCRS 



2S 



23 
12 



DX: LCAOEAS fAlTM 

U<0 TRUST IN Y04J 

1 STUDENTS . 

2 TCACHCRS 



212JH 



MCVOW LEAOEAS MM IflTin 
VOU IN SUCH A HAY .THAT VOU 
LIKC TaOO MHAT THEV^XPCCT 
lOj . 22 1 STUOCNTS 
23 32 2 TCACMEAS 



you Mui #AiTu m tauit 

IN VOMt ItAOEaS 

1 STUOCNTS 

2 TEACMfiM 



/ M( VOML LfAOttS UBS MHAT ^ 
* rMiV .MUM. AUUT «I«M. VOU AAE 
■ J IKUNt.TO Hfttf . V0U>UIMUIV1 
M .1 ^TUOWtS. 
ftl 2 



STHOULD Be 



1641' 
301 



1C42 
301 



IMS 
301 



1A42 
301 



1M2 

301 



1*42 

301 



•S . 4 

191 «. 



•S...4 

19 . - 



•9 c. ,1 
19 



•9 iiir^ M 



.2 
1 



laii 2€ 51 
13 V 97 



2U?36 
29 



II 34:.3« 
; 3 23 42 ^7 



'1 



2S< 



^'41 



401 



)9| 3^1 



3«3C 

3«:iA 



J#t9 



iNTlfirtipr 
-scow 

' KXXJU 



•77 
•4S 2^0« 



•02 4*32 
. •&« 3..90 



•01 

-37 



•74 



MM ^ .41 



4vU 



3.24 



54.3««3 



71 ^« 



^258 

206 




DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCHOOLOOOe 


Re$*OHTDAT« 


LEVEL 


0036-002 




0EPT--IMIH£IUT1CS 



SCHOOL NAME 



ALL mOOLE SCHOOLS 



SVaTEM NAME 



iUmkM- Of ALL SCHOOLS: IN StMVCY . 



IS 



1.01 
1.0< 



l.H 



l.OI 
l.M 



•94 



1.01 



2^09 
2.M 



2.M 
2.79 



2.0C 
2.99 



2.oa 

2.71 



3.02 
2.97 



1.02 2.M 
1.01 2.»9 



2 
27 



32 



39 
21 



2a 

19 



2C 
21 



iTEnS 07 Oa 09 10 II 12 



07 DECISIONS ARE MADE 
fNROUCH TEANMWK 
.li 1 STUO£NTS 
2i 2 TEACHERS 



— oirvoi«^KHJW5~DisaJSS- 

MITH YOU OR YOUR fEERS HAYS 

ro INPftOVE THINCS. 
17 1 /S7UDENTS 
21 * "2 TEACHERS 



09 VOUR LtAUfcHS XtihAl VUU 
IN KAYS MHXCH MAKE YOU FEEL 
IMPORTANT 
12 1 STUDENTS 
27 2 TEACHERS 



ro~vou-oirYooii-raR5^itr« 

PART IN NAXINC DECISIONS 
MHICH AFFECT YOU 
S 1 STUDENTS 
Ifl 2 TEACHERS 



:~i:exi]hh5 kncxthou ii 

is IHtOH YOUR POINT OP. VIEW 
10 1 STUDENTS 
21 2 TEACHERS 



12 TRUE AND COMPLETE IMPOR^ 
KATION IS USED TO RATE HHAT 
you AND YOUR PEERS 00 
la 1 STUDENTS 
2j| 2 TEACHERS 



SHOULD BE 



1642 
301 



1642 
301 



1642 
301 



1642 
901 



1642 
301 



1642 
301 



24 

,7 



3 IS 



33 
26 



29 
26 



lit 30 
24 



34 
41 



42 
47 



2a 



3*0* 



a«06 

3^1 



3.13 
3.»9 



a 3.24 

2fl 3«M 



.16 

•69 



.82 
.62 



.36 

•62 



2*14 .9« 3.73 



3>3 •69 



• 6fl 
.51 



S.03 
4.13 



4. 36 

4.32 



5*36 
3.61 



4.09 



5.36 

4. 



•67 A. 06 
•96 S^U 



259 

2&7 



"•DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT . 



06/iO/T* 



SCHQOtNAMg 



ALL NiOOiE^ SCHOOLS 



LEVEL 



OEPT^.MAIHEJUTiCS 



SYSTEM NAME 



SUMUIIV OF ALL SCHOOLS IN SUKVEV 



IS 



.tl 

•92 



i.oi.i«< 



i.oa 



Z69^ 21 



2*U 



ZmU 24 11 



t4«J 21 



Tl ' S.44 24 



12 18 



II 22 n 11 IC 



4 34 M 12 12 



9 IC 20 2« 



11 22 11 



42 24 

1 . ■« 



14 

29 



ITEMS 13 14 15 U 17 It 



13 YOU KNOM HOM TNIMGS Alkf 
FROM VOUA LEADERS" fOlNI 
OF VIEM 

11 1 STUDENTS 

2C 2 TiEACHEHS 



L4naEASEfisnDr£^0LD uH«r 

IHEV SHOULO KM( IM AN OTEII 
WAV aV THOSC. IMVOLVCO 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



a vou FCEC aosc Tcrvootr 

LEADERS 

1 STUDENTS 

2 7EACHEKS 



U "ytHJA LEAMBS LEAVE YOU 
J'Ht TO CONTROL VOIiR 
lEHAVlOR 
131-11 1 STUDENTS 
17 . 43 2 TEACHERS 



SHOULD BE 



1*42 

301 



1642 
301 



1442 

301 



1442 
301 



as w li 
15 I 



85 1.^ 7 • 10 24 24 i ar 



19 • 1 



4 ; 2Q 28 30 



4 25 40 . 28 KM 



4 24 . 18 28 3.43 



28 . 32 
30 . 35 



3.03 
281 3^2 



4 ZM 



23 22 5 MM 
18 50 27 3*41 



3.03 



INtiNSlYV 
SCORft 



•90 
• 44 



•89 4.44 

•43 4^07 



3.94 
3. 34 



a«70 
3^ 



S«23 
1«04 



9a . 1401 ^ 27 



21 219 
3 . tl 



~i7 UhCM OUlSim ilTHAOi 
IHEV .ME lASCO ONt iNFQ. VOU 
, rHIJM IS: RICMT AND FAIN 
17t^ 11 I STUDENTS 
17^11 2 TEACHCIS 



1442 

301 



8St< H 
15x 



21 c4« 



MM 



2€ . . 47 21 1«S4 



«84!l 9m1S 
•AS. 4^99 



U04 



aa j^M 24 



:1J 



21 

. IS 



18. VOU FiCLCFftlENOLV MITH 
VOMI LfAOUl 
tl 1.STU08I1TS 
. 44 . 2 TIACMMS 



1442 
301 



89 i.: 4 

19 :L 



28.41 5X02 mtl^SmM 
U 21AMM .SI 2k4l 



268 



.93 
• 91 



1.01 2.27 
• 9« 2*73 



•95 
• 92 



•91 
!•()€ 



1.91 
2.M 



•9S 1,99 
• 9S 2,70 



2^U 
2^71 



U«9 
2^80 



2.12 
2.91 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY • 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 

IS - 



SCHOOL CqDE_ 
0036-002 



06/10/7* 



3 



22 33 17} 14 
7 23 23 U 



32 35 
8( 29 



24i 3fl 
4 28 



42i 29 
22 



/ ■ SCHOOL NAME _. 
ALL mOOLE SCHOOLS ^ 



ITEMS 19 20 21 22 23 24 



^LEVE L _ 

OEPT* MAIMEIUTICS 



SYSTEM NAME_ 



SUNNARY OF ALL SCHOOLS. IN SURVEY . 



19 YOU OR YOUk peers CAN 
BRINC ABOUT CMANGES IM 
POLICIES 
7 I STUCCMTS 
17 2 TEA01£RS 



14 

20 



1 



20 lOEAS^FOR ¥«TS~TO 
IMPROVE THINGS CONE FROM 
fcLL CONCERNED 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



21 YOU OIT YDUR fEERS XAH 
HELP CHANGE HOW THINGS ARE 
DONE 
^ 1 STUDENTS 
191 2 TEACHERS 



a MH£M:Y04jll"LCAlJ€lfS'»CWB*' 
rOUR IDEAS THEY TRY TO 
USE THEM 
10 1 STUDENTS 
20 2 TEACHERS 



"*23 You'SHWir Yoim Ftca? 

MITH YOUR LEADERS 
9 1 STUDENTS 
23 2 TEACHERS 



1642 
301 



1642 
301 



1642 
301 



1642 
301 



24 YOU ARE ABLE TO IMPROVE 

THINGS 
11 1 STUDENTS 
11 2 TEACHERS 



1642 
301 



1642 
301 



SHOULD B£ 

■"'fbe'ouency 



ip5.05 



INTENSTTY 



13 
I 



21 27 

7 34 301 271 



23 
12 



29 
26 



31. 28 
33 34 



38 
42 



20 
33 



5 3^18 



2*82 

.3^3I 



^•S3 .60 



2«93 
3.38 



2.93 
3^24 



2*56 
3.31 



3«D4 
3-11 



.4*30 



•86 4.9S 



4*62 
•65l 4.13 



•89 
•75 



•99 
•73 



•73 



4*04 
2^«2 



3.13 
3^U 



4»8* 

3«74 



269 



261 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEAQERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCHOOL CODE 


R6P0RTDATE 


LEVEL 


0034-002 


04/10/7& 


OEPT^ NATHENAT ICS 



SCHOOL NAME 



ALL NIDOLf SCHOOLS 



SYSTEM NAME 



SUMMAaV Of ALL SCHOOLS IN SIWVEV . 



IS 



•99 



2^«4 24 



3 
24 



ZmU 21 



• 94 t^U 3 > il . 21 
•«« S*M 21 - 



4 

21 



J 42 



i3( 25 
6 



7 



12 22 22 IS 



23 

■5 



24 M 

9 .^11 



31 20 
11 24 



a< IJ 



27 YOU OH YOUft fCSRS CAN 
BRINC ABOUT CIUNCCS. IN WHAT 
IS DONE 

■ «|| ■ 12i . 4 1 STUOEMTS ( 
at 21 14 2 TEACHEItS 



ITEMS 29 26 27 26 29 30 



29 YQUK LEADERS SHCM THAT 
. THE MMK DONE BY .YOU AHO 

VOUft PEERS IS INFORTANT 
20 1 STUOEMTS 
24 2 TEACHERS 



MITH VOUft LfiAOEAS 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



2< LEAOERS PROVIDE CHANCES 
FOR YOU TO UQRJl UITII YOUft 
PEERS IN FRIENDLY .HAYS 
Ml 17]. 13 1 STUOeiTS 
22 22 24 2 TEACHERS 



''29 YHiUC .N61i.Ito CHiU«~Sjia 

IS nUCH CONCERN AROJT. A JOE 
BEIN6 DONE AS 00. LEASERS 
Zaai 14{ J 1 1 STUDENTS 
24 29 U .2 TEACHERS 



10 .YOU AND. YdUR PIBIS 'tBX 
IT "LIRE. IT JS" TO YOUft 
. LEADERS . 

i4i V li 1 sTuma^ 

23 21 2 TEAOieftS 



SHOULD BE 



1642 
301 



1662 
301 



1642 

301 



1642 

301 



1642 

doi 



1642 
SOI 



85 
19 



89 
IS 



85 . 

IS i-^ 



AS 
19 



19 



7] .. 13 32 . 21 
1 > 13 31 



8S..-' 12 



3j- 2Sf 



16 31 



3^-. 22 . 35 32 
4 29 : B6 



lZ2 
\ ' 9 



28 21 .28 

6 ' 31 2 32 



22 9 2.61 



28 27 3.20 •75 



26 

29 



29 .J8 
23 ii64 



3^9 
3.64 



5 2«90 
28 3.24 



24B«6Q 



2.94 
28l a«3] 



4 Ml 



^)*T6«1IIY! 
— SCORE 



•79 
• 70 



U02 3.62 



•86 
•71 



•70 



6»7X 
3.99 



3^27 



6*46 
3««6 



AM 
S.26 



• 93 4vU 



iU.06 



27G 



262 




• 96 

• %6 



I.OC 



•94 

• 92 



2^33 
3.00 



2-3 
3.29 



2,n 

2»94 



2.12 
2.79 



2^07 
2.74 



2.2I 
2.a2 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 

IS 



SCHOOL CODE 


REPORT DATE 


LEVEL 


0036*002 


06/10/76 


OEPT- MATHEMATICS 


SCHOOL NAME ' 


SYSTEM NAME 


ALL HIOOLE SCHOOLS 




SUMNARY ,0F ALL SCHOOLS 



ITEHS 31 32 33 34 35 36 



4 71 llti 38 
261 ll 2 19 



Si 
261 



S 
.21 



281 

• z 



22 



20j 
20 



19 
23 



31 YOU HAVE A CHANCE TO 
SHOM CONCEJIN FOR OTHERS 
,1 STUDENTS 
2 TEACHERS 

I • 



32 YOUR LaOEftS SUP^OAr 
BACKl YOU I* f. 

Ill I STUDENTS 

37^ Z TEACHERS 



33 yOUrCdM(UNlCATE~MlTH 
LEAOERS TO HELf IHMU3VE. 
THINGS 

12 1 STUDENTS 

23 2 TEACHERS 



j4 "vdtiArniffERrTfty*T(rwr 

VOUR IDEAS 
11 1 STUDENTS 
21 2 TEACHERS 



— 35 VduA LEASERS US t vol 
HELP TO SOtVE'A COMMON 
..PR08LEH' 
9 1 STUDENTS 
18 2 TEACHERS 



— 36 AftE ENCaUIUCCb'TO' 
CBVE HELP TO 07HEftS TO MAKE 
THINKS BETTIR 
13 I STUDENTS 
22 2 TEACHERS 



1642 
301 



1642 

301 



1642 
301 



1642 
301 



1642 
301 



1642 

301 



89 ~ 

IS . 



SHOUID BE 

FREQUENCY 



3 21 30 



21 

' 2 



23 
9 



30 
16 



24 30 

10 21 



12 Bl 
11 24 



33 
S4 



26 

32 



>1 



6| 3«07 
28 3«41 



3^07 
28i 3.70 



. 7} 3.09 
3«ftl 



7 
28 



28 



2.98 

3«62 



2.91 
3«21 



iNTStsnv 

SCORE 



m 



• 89 
•66 



•87 



3«99 
2^62 



9fl( 2«84 



•86 4.83 

• 97 3«67 



•91 Am 
•67 3^91 



•88 6«18 

•76 3^0Y 



•87.B«9i 

• 74 3^27 



271 



263 



./ 




DtAG(40STIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEAQERSHtP 

iwsr^ioveMENT 



' SCHOOL C006 



0034-002 



SCHOOL NAME 



REPORT DATE 



06/10/16 



ALL mOOLi ^SCHOOLS- 



LEVEL 



DEPr* HATHEMAriCS 



" SYSTEM NAME 



SUMMRVUIF AU. SCHOOLS IN SUKVEV . 



IS 



I 



• 91 
•99 



•94 

•M 



•91 



2«H 



I: 



.-11 



\ 

2.^ 



• •1. 2^91 



I.0I1 1.21 
•93.2.M 



la 22 S3 



10 11 . 31 



\ -1 



a ^ 21 41 

3 20 



33 
19 



~ 34-W»f S^BW-WWrffKISIOHS- 
4HICH AFFECT VQU AU AHAAE 
. OF 7HC THIHftS. VOU. FACE 
14} . Ifl 1 MUOEMTS 
26 . 22 2 TEACHERS 



laiFLUBICE WHAT HAFFCNS TO 

irou 

llj 13 1 STUOCMTS 
2i 19 2'TEACHEIU 



4 . 24 . 22 . 24 



ITEMS 3T 39 39 40 41 42 



17 OECISIOMS ARE HAOE RV 
THOSE CLOSE TO THE PROBLEM 
. SOURCE 

11 1 STUOENTS 
11 2 TEACHERS - 



19 11 



-it OCCUIOHi Afte MADE IM 
SUCH A UAV.,TJUT VOU 00 NOT 
NINO CARRVINC- THEM OUT 
141 : 9 * 1 .STUOCMTS. 
23 29 2 TEACHERS 



il NiUi6 MUM Mil UNC AC 
CAUSE VOUa tIAOCRS ANO 
PKRS UQAR TMETHER 

1 :tTUO£NTS 

2 TEACHERS 



1642 
301 



1642 

301 



1642 

301 



1642 

3or 



1642 
301 



85 
19 



SHOULD BE. 

frequency" 



•9 ^}- 4 
19 



20 . 27 . 29 
6 29 



16 

■ 3 



21 26 . 30 



I 31 



4 21 30 31 



4.14 31)2 31 



- 37 



!32 



. 7 
2R 



8 

27 



7 
28 



9 24 > 43 28 %mSl 



4 21 hi . 28 3«S1 



3«03 
3«40 



3.16 
.3«R5 



2.99 
3»53 



3i*01 



« 3.19 



.rS.OR 



iCORS 



p-^.. SCORR 



•89 
•68 



3^79 
3 •43 



9^27 
4^29 



•96 3^I2 
•70 3^5R 



•89 4«92 
•64 3*96 



•86 5«02 
•60 4«93 



•94 !Mi . 26 



4 10 . U 
6 /19 



~42v9u* LiiAlU nV .to 6it 

; rOU TO REACH' NlfiH COALS 
2112 M 1 STUMNTS 
26 . tl 2 TEACHERS 



1642 
301 



3 

1 



II 



23 

2l 41 



9 
21 



•82 3«fS 
•64 AM 
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264 



ERIC 




DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP ^ 
IMPROVEMENT 

IS 



SCHOOL CODE 
0034-^2 V 


REPORT DATE 
D6/i0/76 


pCPT- 


■ SCHOOL NAME 




ALL MIDDLE SCHOOLS 


SUMNAflV' 



.99 
1.08 



• 85 



2.24 
2.71 



2.28 
2.9C 



2.M 
3.39 



92 £.94 



.95 2.14 
.9t 2.4G 



UOC 2.21 
.92 2.88 27 



21 
12 



iq 14 33 
5 11 



< 

28j : 2 



42 19 

23 2« 



23 34 



22 33 18 12 



6 19 21 20 



ITEMS 43 44 49 4« 47 48 



43 >0U TAKE PART IN JUO«ING 

VOUR PERFORMANCE 
12 1 STUDENTS 
22 Z TEACMERS 



44 YOUR PKRS ACCEWmT 
IS EXPECTED Of THEM . 
10 1 STUDENTS 
20 2 TEACHERS ' \ 



15 YbUR^ieAiDERS WORK SflTH 
VOU AND VDUR PEERS IN 
FRIENDLY UAXSj 

20 I STUDENTS 

42 2 TEACHERS 



4* WURtEAffERS^USfdifttr" 
THEY "FINO OUT* TO MAKE 
rniNCS BETTER . 
18 1 STUDENTS 
. 23| 2 TEACHERS 



4T"THniCniK~DllC»inZEB*:50 
THAT YOU OR YOUR PEERS CAN 
HELP MARE DECISIONS 

10 1 STUDENTS 

H 2 TEACHERS \ 



TO CET THE JDS DONE 
1 STUDENTS 
«*! TEACHERS . 



14421 
301 



1642 
301 



1642^ 
301 



1642 
301 



1642 
301 



1642 
301 



. SYSTEM NAME 



VSHOULD BE 

FREOUENCy 



3^5.09 



3| 18j 30 

.24 



3 17 29 



2R 
28 



28 
U 



19 27 . 36 
4 . 23 



5 32 , 34 



29 
28 



33 



26 



3.10 
3.40 



iO 3.12 
28 3.49 



10( 3*34 
281 3d67 




• 88 
•69 



•86 4.62 
•66| 3.77 



Xii 3«ia| •87 4.13 
28 ■3«54| ■ •64| 3.86 



10 3.12 .87 9.15 



3«4Q .6^ 3.72 



11) 3.1 d .92 4.72 
3.98 .9a| 4.49 



4.99 
3.88 



•27-3\' 



: I 



265 




DIAGNOSTIC / 
SURVEY . / 
for 

^LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



0036-002 



06/10/76 



SCHOOL NAME 



OEPT- NATHENATICS 



ALL MIDOLE SCHOOLS 



SUMMARY OF. ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY 



IS 



1.03 
•94 



1.01 
•91 



• 99 
•92 



1*01 



2mB4 



2.41 10 
3*11 



91 2* 11 



11 
2A 



2^M( 11 la 
24 IG 



2*tti 24 



11 12 



- JO jiosT~AXL-^wr ALOW yen: 

ftNO HELf EACH OTHEK 
S3{ 191 Ifl 1 STUDENIS 
13 23 33 2 TEACHERS 



SI INfO ON UHAT YOU OQ.ANO 
fMU WELL YOU 00 IT IS USEO 
10 HELP SOLVE PROBLEMS 
39j IT] 13 1 STUDENTS 
II 23 11 2 TEACHERS r . 



k9 YOUR LEADERS. SHARE wnM 
you HOST ALL THE IMFORMA 
riON YOU NEEO OR WANT 
22| 19 1 STUDENTS 
29 21 2 TEACHERS 



17 Bl 17 . 12 



A 17 21 24 



ITEMS 49 50. 51 52 



)2 TN£ LEADERS iWRK WITH 
INEJR PEERS AND; PEOPLE BE* 
LOU THEM TO MARE OECESIOHS- 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



1642 
301 



1642 

301 



1642 

< 301 



1642 
301 



15 



is 

IS 



?5 
15 



_ SHOULD BE 

FRE6uE_NCV_r 



13 
1 



1« 27 . S4 
5 2* 27 



26 

22 



26 

20 



19 ' 24 34 
. 3 26 . 42 



43 



12 3.30 «B3 4*43 



28 



3«Z9 

20] M5 



12^3«I1 ^B9 



27 



3«43 



IS 3*I7 

^a.3«sj 



^iNTENSlYY. 
- - SCORE 



• 84 .4.42 
•56 3.27 



3»M 



4«3« 



•7fl'3«92 



.36 '4*71 
•62. 1*99 
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266 



ERIC 




UlAtjNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
. IMPBOVEMENT 

IS 



2*91 
3*01 



2.14 
2*71 



2*39 
i 2*7f 



2.ei 



2*25 
2*U 



SCHOOL CODE 

0036M302 :^ 

ALL MIDDLE SCHOOLS / 

FACTOA 0EF£NrT10NS 

. 1 



CONFIDENCE AND TRUST 
ITERS OX 0« 05 12 14 
n 18 26 32 41 44 49 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 

.(■","-.,■ - 

cowkInicatioii r-. 

ITERS 13 19 20 21 23 24 25 
SO 33 34. 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACMERS 



CONTROL 

ITERS 06 26 29 31 36 42 43 

51 n * 

I. STUDENTS 
2 TEACMERS 



REPORT 
06/10/7<> 



O/IU DEPT- K 



LEVEL _ ^ 
HATHEMATICS 

SYSTEM NA^Te^,' 



DECISICWf-NAJCIHC 

ITERS 02 03 07 10 11 2Z 35 

S7 38 39 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



NTERACIiUN iM-LUfcHCE ~ 
ITERS 08 09 2T.40 45 46 47 
V8 50 52 N 

1 S1i:i^NTS 

2 TEACHERS 



UNIURV Gf" ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY | 

SHOULD BE 

"FnEQUENCY' 



3*12 
3*S9 



3*00 
3*40 



3.15 
3*40 



.3.03 
S.41 



3«1< 

3^5A, 



.p5.1I 



ZMTENSXTV 
SCORE 



4.39 
3*46 



4*42 
3«t3 



4*21 
3*71 



4.31 
3«7S 



4*79 
S.71 
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ERIC 
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268 



■,\ . ■ rh- 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 



SCHOOL NAMg 



IMPROVEMENT ALL MIO0L£ SCHOOLS 



LEVEL 



OEPT- MIHEIUTIU 



SYSTEM NAME 



SmMAaV-.OF ALL SCHOOLS IN SUAVEV . 



IS 



9»M 



••if 



mi 

rou 



U" noM 'AJjfl rcw PKi irn nmuxtoirrs-ussxi 



20 iiM«(s Fflk/ Milys 



ftU.itOMC 



rue. 
ran 



IN 



LEA MM 



USi 



All II 



raUR LEA MAS AMO fUIS 



raua.LEADtM OISEWU 



v#ja pu«s DO* 

TjOf UiPKOVE THINCS CON! NUM 



1^10 ffMCS^ 
Of JNI 



10 ITEMS MITM HI«MEST INTENtlTV .S UM U- 



DIRECTIONS f 91 



MMir 



miSIOMt. AIE MAOeiMUMifiN TfiANUORK 



CRlTlCALilTiMS 
TEACUCAS 



TNEY KNOV A«0U7 "nfOU 

YOU vmmiw^ 



\ 



LE^OUS MKEjAS.EFfO&Vr IB'WIAU 
US E MfO WAT KW« laOU r.«S4l lOAO MAS is* 
BEMVIOA TO |MUI||. POS|lTllip. 



aTsfMir«cwir-iBf~TH£~irAY 

HOM TOSiTHEIU 



TOMV<^ TO 6ET TH& JOB D06|E 
WITH YOU OA YOUR 



SHOULD BE 



IM FORilAT 
MEKT 



OPEAATIVBLY 



LCAOEftS* 



TSMA S>a'^fi'*ft'<^AH.U^^ IMA JTI- 
Ll Z£0» 



ION. 
OP THA 



FRDN AU LCVILt« 



aBMIIXAIiOi. IS 



iNB.suaowii am 



EM4BLES ."ODPUUIIWC 



SUMROINOKt 



DECISIONS UHia^ AFPECT 
THINGS YOU PACE* 



OR Y sua PEERS CAM BRINC ABOUT CaU(IC£S 
POUCH 




UTILI^O, 

SRS kMai4 Mi 

SUBOBSINAKUrlCRV 



R£SC« TATl 



FOR 



ELOFMQIT^^n;? 



TUKSAL LEMU 



kill' 



IHPIQVBWENT 



ftflQK.AIIBtJWNUWS^ 



'irifi rrii ciQP ;hi pen UTH Hv; 



AS 



paSi OBriBiiiMij 



ttiCTIOM 4M0JLO Ifi CUH- 
EXIlUICi^PO^ICY 



PROM DIP FERE NlA 
FORftOCCISID 



lATN ERCO 



4 31NT ILEN I. TH UT- 



EVMLS 

IBR« :TUR^!.MMkCH 
SaOUPi IRrfKACT" 



IMOUttlANQ) PROBLBNS 



iCRSAII- 



DNS- HAKIM 



PLAN ACTION 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCHOOL COPE 



003A-O02 



R£K)ffT DATt 



06710/76 



OEFT- 



LEVEL _ ^ 

tCALTH* P«E«« SAFETY 



SCHOOL NAME, 



ALL NIOOLC SCHOOLS 



SYSTEM NAME 



IS 



1.09 
1.04 



1.07 
• 74 



1*02 

• 91 
1.02 

l.OC 
1.00 

• 95 



2.24 



2.13 
3^04 



2.2i 
2*4fi 
2^21 

2^ 
2« 

2»n 



21 
33 
2< 

IOC 



5 
2 

10 

« 

12 

.a 

3 



22 
19 
26 
23 

7 
12 

6 



21 

.31 
21 
U 

21 
23 

33 

14 

32 



14 
li 

IS 

C\ 

17 
62 

19 

19 

19 

19 
1« 
20 



'ALL If CHS 
STUDENTS TO TfiACMEAS 
TEACHEJIS TO DEPT. HEADS 



TOTAL ■ 

1 BLAU 

2 WHITE 

i 

(3 ORiaiTAL 

6 ANfmCAM INDIAN 

r^UERTO mCAM 

6 HfiXICAN AMERICAN 

7 CUBAN 

STUDENTS ^ 

1 BLACK 

2 UilTE 

.3 OTMEIL. 1 '. 



TEACHEK^ 

1 aucA 

2 WHITE 

3 DTHEA 1^ 



N 

3B2 

- 96 
320 
6 



SU)«UAy OP. ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY 
SHOULD BE 



229 
33 
189 

7, 



153 

2i 

131 
I 



100 
16 
83 
1 



59 
16 
82 

3 



'60 
13 
85 



FREQUENCY _ 



« 


7 
0 


'. B 


U 


27 


60 


. 13 


29 


36 


12 


27 


61 


19 


32 


36 



2 
37 

30 

30 

„33 
23 
2B 
22 



38 

39 
38 
37 



13 
16 
13 
17 

88 

2 

6 

9 
6 

13 



66 2t 

37 28 
66 26 
100 



3*28 
3^20 
3.29 
3*22 

2.67 
3.96 

3^13 

3.09 

3^16 

3^27 



3^96 
3«60 
3^9« 



PAOE*-0* 



INTfiNUrv 
SCOR8 



•86 
• 86 
•83 
•79 



6. 95 
6*33 
6.52 
(|9W39 



1.21 
• 96 

•90 

•92 

•90 

•79 



•6S 

• 63 



2*90 
3^31 



6^95 
3«78 
6*70 
9.» 



• 63 6.23 



5.60 
6*08 



„278 

271 




DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 

LEADERSHIP • 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCHOOLCOOe ' ; 


ACIKWTTOATt 


LEVEL 


0034-002 


06/10/7* 


Dfft^ HEALTN. SAF£TY . 


BCWOLHAMa 


SYSTEM NAMC 


Si,L HIOOiLll. SCHOOLS 


ZmmAklhJOf M,L SCHOOLS. IN SUBVEY 



PAQE*- 



.94 

.77 



T:r\ 



IS 



2.94 
3*44 



21 



•99 2»sa 

•99 2*99 



ITERS 01 02 03 04 OS 06 



SHOULD BE 



21 II 

22 21 



1>X Va;R LKAOEftS NAVE FAITM 
U(0 TRUST IM YOU 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



^nwoa^vocHi raiu can 

TARE 9ART IN' INTROVINfi 
THINKS 
.1] 1 STUDENTS 
2J .^ 2 TEACHERS 



92 :Ttii«ioiurTsro3aEirT(r 

INTROYE. THINGS 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHEJIS 




.91 a. 
• 4? 2.9I 



2« 



20 
9 



1*01 

• 91' 



21 
2C 



rOU TN SUCH A MAY THAT .YOU 
LIKE Ta 00 UUT TNSV .EXPECT 
U r STUDENTS 
2 TEACHERS ^ 



VOU HAVE FAIIH AND TRUST 
IN YOUR. UEADERS 
. M 1 STUDENTS 
M 2 TEACHERS 



1*01 



14 
11 



l.M 

1*1 



21 



14 

IE 



11^ 



IS 



P4C Y0<4L tEAPtaS USE/ NWAT 
THEV iUHIH AMWT .HON. YOU ARE 
MUHS-.TN'.Nn^AYDUiJMMMB 

l.StUD$^%!. 
2 TEACiAL«-u.^. 
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DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 

-'is'- 



: SCHOOt. COOE 
' 0036-002 



REPORT DATE 



06/10/76 



SCHOOL NAME_,. 



ALL HI00L6 SCMOOtS 



OeST- 9!>j?^^.yH. P-6.« SAFETY 



.»?X§7^"--^^- 



SUMMARY OF A&L SCHOOLS IN SURVEY 



U03 



U13 2m a 



2.11 



a. OS 

ImW 2.TI 



• 9S| 2*10 

l.OC, 



• 94 
l.OC 



1*01 



2.U 

2.n 



•91 IM 



Ml 



1*01. 
1*02 t»44 



27 



21 



31 
S 



3t 

10 



29 
IS 



20 



19 
1 



?0 
23 



ITEMS 07 0« 09 IQ 11 12 



37 OECISIQMS ARE MADE 
rHROUCH TEAMWORK 

14 1 STUDENTS 

21 2 TEACMEkS 



0»:~YOM LEADERS DISCUSS 
MITH YOU Wl YOUR PIERS VAYS 
TO INRKOWE THINCS* 
17 1 STUDENTS 
22 2 TEACHERS 



9 2al 



a9rYourTr£Afleft5"TTOLrYou 

IN yAYS WHICH MAKE- YOU FEEL 
IMPORTANT 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



— 10 VOU Ck. VOUA P££lt& tAK£ A 
PART IN MAKING DECISIONS^ 
MHICH AfFfiC7 YOU . 
11 1 STUDENTS 
24 2 TEACHERS 



IS FROM YOUR PDINT OF VIEU 
I 1 STUDENTS 
21 2. TEACHERS 



~ 12 7RUe -ANO. COMPLi TEi INFOR 
NATIONi.IS USED TD RATt WHAT 

,hrou and: YOUR - PflERS. do 

22} 14 1 STUDHNIS 
20 II 2 TEACHERS 



229 
133 



229 
153 



229 
193 



229 
133 



229 
133 



229 

153 



60 
40 



6c^aa 

60- -I 



SHOULD BE 

"'FRE~auENCy 



60 

-J 67 



39 

62 



29 

23 



27 
-11 



62 2 3.14 
66 24 >«53 



3.11 
3.64 



3.21 
3.S9 



3.20 
3«50 



2 2*92 



2 a«3« 



0^*03 



lNTEliS£lY 
ORE 

m 



• 85 
•57 



••2 
• 63 



•93 



XXK 



5^60 
3.26 



3*19 
3.36 



ue3 

6*£R 



66 



•95| 6*ia 
3«99 



••I 3*22 
• 9 4 ■6. 36 
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280 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY ^ 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 

'"'"is 



SCHOOLCOOC 


K|l>OnTDATI 


LEVEL 

DSrT- HEALTH. PmBmm SAFETY . 


SCHOOL MAMf 


SYSTEM NAM6 


ALL NIDDLI SCHOOLS 


SUNMAJir.Or. UX SCHOOLy. IN SUAVEV > 



• 93 



•99 
• 94 



2«2i 

2*a 



2.U 
2.7C 



1^03 a^oa 



2 
27 



17 
24 



19i 
22) 



13 
20 



ITEMS 13 14 15 14 17 14 



13 VOU KMOM HOW THINGS ARf 
FROM TOUR L8A0EJIS* . rOINT 
DF VI EU 

11. 1 STUDENTS 

20 2 TEACHERS 



t4^Lr40ERS AKi lULU NHAI 

rM£Y SHOULD KNOM IN AN OPEN 
tlAV ay THOSE INVOLVED 
. 9 1 STUDENTS 
19 2 TEACHERS 



15 TUU FKKL CLUSt lU TUUH 

LEADERS 
13 1 STUDENTS 
M2 2 TEACHERS 



FREE TO COITROL : TOUe 
BEHAVIOR 

1 STUDENTS 

2 T.I .VCHERS 



SHOULD BE 



229 
153 



229 
153 



229 
153 



229 
153 



40 

■ 40 



40 

40 



4C 

40 



40 
40 



1 . 12 



II 

' 4 



11 31 

.1 23 



M 
1 



31 
32 



19 39 M 2 2«M .94 4^ 



2 29 



. 2t 
20 



211 
19 



2 as 



MM 



24 S«M 



49 24 



2 
24 



Jl«t4 



•94 J«4« 
•40.3.94 



•72^ 



«5S 4»40 



S«24 
4^94 



94^^ 
UN4 



94 2«ll 

94 2«a 



34 

21 



20 
14 



17 WEN OKIUUNS AJV~iaDr 

THEY .ARE BASED ONt INFO, YOU 
rHXM. IS RIfiHTt AND. MU 
14 . 1 STUDENTS 
21 2 TUCMfiRS 



229 
153 



.40^ - 4 

4t -:t-. - 



Si a ^bfl. 3 Ml 



U VM. 21 



Ml 



••4 4*21 
•S7«S> 



•91^ 



21 
14 



— rill. TOU yuk^msNOLv :^mr 

.. rOUA LEADENS 
11} L 11 . 1 STUDENTS 
19 ^44 2 




281- 



274 



OIAONOSTIC 
SURVEY 
fof 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCHOOL cope 



00M*«6O2 



SCHOOL NAME 



REPORT DATE 



06/10/76 



ALL MIDDLE SCIOOLS 



OCPT- HEALTH*. SAFETY 



_3Y3TEM NAME 



SUWURY Of. ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY , 



IS 



i.oa 



.97 
• 99 



• 97 
^•02 



^•C2 
•9^ 



U99 
2*53 



2^A9 



2*n 



2* 13 
2.?i 



!•' 
2^A9 



1 14 21 



27 



3! 
27! 



1 
27 



freouency' 



29 

22 



27 35 

r 25 



3a| 321 It 9 

2^1 19 29 



211 13 
0 27] la 



ITEMS 19 20 21 22 23 24 



19 YOU Oft YOUA PEERS CAN 
BRINC ABOUT CHANCES IN 
POLICIES 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



IDEAS FOftWAYS TO ' 
IMPROVE THIMCS COME FROM 
ftU CONCCRNEO 

13 V STUDENTS 

14 2 TEACHERS 



Zl VdO Oft VOOft MEftS^CAN- 
HELP CHANCE HOU THJNCS ARE 
DONE 

10 1 STUDENTS 
20 2 TEACHERS 



' 22 MHEN VOIR LEADERS tLfSM 
raUR IDEAS THEY TRY TO 
USE THEN 

11 1 STUDENTS 

2^ 2 TEACHERS 



23 Yoa fKar vouir sSEfiLiftts: 

UITH YOUR LEADERS 

1 STUOENTfS ^ 

2 TEACHERS 



zV yOIX ARE ABLE TO IMPROVE 

fHlNGS 
la 1 STUDENTS 
19 2 TEACHERS 



229 
193 



229 
193 



229 
193 



229 
153 



229 
153 



229 
153 



' SHOULD BE 

11— PRE OUENCY SJj^-Z 



6C 



Afl 
4G 



10 



13 



2Q 
13 



27 
11 



. 34 
26 



IS 35 
10 27 



23 



2% 

. SO 



29 
34 



3 
26 



26 



3«S4 



9.23 



^•09 
3«47 



3 2.92 
26 3.21 



1 3*19 
27 J«33 



p^oe6.09 



SCOftft 



•91 
•69 



•80 
.51 



•91 
•65 



.93 
.77 



2.69 1.02 3,t9 
3«29 .75 2.01 



3^«7 
4*79 



5.32 
9. 66 



9.M 



3.M 
Z.46 



•83 4.88 

•72 4«.ai 



282. 
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DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



8CHOOLCO06 




LEVEL 


OOM-002 




Dm-* MCALTM* P.E.v SAFfiTV . ^ 


SCHOOCNAMC 




8Y3TEM ^^AME 


ALL MIDDLE SCHOOLS 


puMMAV-.DR ALL .SCHOOLS IN SIMlVfiY 



IS 



i«04 
•91 



•94 



2.39 

2mt5 



2i 
2*M 



21 



11 



24 
4 



32 
22 



2i 

24 



STEMS 23 24 27 2« 29 30 



11 

.24 



15 yoUR. LEADERS SMOM THAT 
rHE MOMM nONE. aV .YOU AND 
VOUR PEERS* IS. IMPORTANT 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TBACHCRS 



rfinrou~s««rr"TOjirrfw»uBis 

IIITH tOUR. LEADERS 
10 I STUDENTS 
29 2 TEACHERS 



27 VOU IM VUiR PEEAS CAN 
SR1M& ABOUT CHANCES IN UMAT 
IS DONE - ' vv - ■ ' 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



SHOULD BE 



229 
133 



229 
-133 



229 
193 



40 
40 



' 40 
40^- 



1 4 



13 



14 34 u 42 



T 27 



24 
24 



U '31 
12 



4^ 24 



24 



39 



2JM 

24{ 



. 4 
27 



B.22 



4S 4.43 



•47 



UOii S«SL 
f»41 



>«0i.4»«t 
3^44 



•92 



^41 
9M 



4 
21 



17 
4 



:32 
ii 



rrXKKSERS PROVIOE OUNCES' 
FOR VOU TO MM MITH YOUR 
PEERS m FRIEMOLV JIAVS 
19 1 STUDENTS 
21 2 >i»;iCMCR» 



229 
133 



4C 
40 



> 14 

••4 



24 



41 

:.4I 



3 

27: 



3.99 



•74 
•49 



4«4B 



•91 

iwoi ;x*si 



3 
21 



31 



» TWSb .WIM» CHJHU IIU 
kS mXH CONCERN ASQUt .4 JCM 
IEIN6 DONE, as: 00 LEADERS 

1 STUOENTS 

2 TIACNCRS 



9 
29 



22 
3 



21 
SI 



M. VOU AWL mstmaart JiC 

It PU««> 13^3^- Ta VUMt- 
LEAOiRS^ 

1 :STUMHU 
2 




283 



276. 



EKLC 




DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for — 
LEADERSHIP 
IMPRDVEMENT 

IS 



0034H>02 



SCHOOL_NAME 



flEPORT DATE 



06/10/76 



96| 2.32 

3m 15 



1.02 2.13 



U02 2.U 
• 93 2.M 



1.02 24 04 
l.OS 2*79 



•91 2.04 
1.01 2*79 



1.00 2*tt7 



18| 36 
19 



30| 29 17 11 
16 IS 39 



2fl ^ 3C 19 13 
4 '22 19 27 



32 
9 



6| 21 .' 33 
8 29 



29 
22 



26 31 

7 25 



ALL NIOOLE SCHOOLS 



ITEMS 31 32 33 36 39 36 



P.E. 



OEPT- HEALTH. SAFETY 

Sy'stIm NAME ~~ '~H 



SUMNASV Of ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY 



3E6.07 



)1 YOU HAVE / CHAKCE TO 
SHOW CONC&UT FOR OTHERS 
21| 13 X STUDENTS 
27 2i 2 TEACHERS 



17 

^16 



32 YOUC LEADERS SUrPORT ANO 
BACK YOU UP 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



33 YOU COMMUNICATE WITH 
LEADERS TO HELP IMPROVE 
THINGS 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



— ?<^cTirxE7ffit*s~tinnfe 

111 r, JTUOENTS 
22^ ^ TEACHERS 



39 YOUR LEADERS USE YOUR 
^LP TO SOLVe A COMMON 
PROILCN 

1 S7U0CNTS 

2 TfiACMERS 



229 
153 



229 
153 



229 
193 



229 
153 



229 
193 



36 YOU ARC £MCOURACiO~fir 
CIVE HELP. 79 OTHERS TO MAK^ 
. INIMCS. RETTSR 

IS "1 STUOCNTS 

11 2 TEACHERS 



329 
193 



60 
60 



60 
60 



SHOULD BE 

FREO'UENCY 



6(!{. 9 
60 . 1 



6ff :>.tt 



If 

3 



31 
29 61 



tO| 29 . M 
13 -56 



6| . 17 30 . M 
6 24:64 



11 33 31 
6 30 : 39 



2U 33 . 29 



23 : VI 



24 

.29 



3.07 
3.92 



3.10 
3.7a 



9 3i.l4 
27 3«96 



2*9L7 



9 JkOl 

2t a«M 



27 SM 



SCORfi 



XXXX 



•90 6*06 



•98 



• 90 5*U 
•661 6.62 



•89 

•60 



•87 



2«6« 



3.91 



•96 6*69 
•68 3.92 



^•9 



•72 



•88 4»1i 

•70 « 



284 



277 




DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 

" is" 



8CHOOL CODE 



003A-002 



04/10/7* 



SCHOOL NAMg 



ALL MIDOLS SCHOOLS 



LEVEL 



DEPT-* HEALTH* r*£.» SAFETY 



SYSTEM NAME 



SUMMV Of ALL XHOOLS. IN SUAVEV 



•92 



2.U 



2.2i 
2.91 



2.4C 
2.70 



14 14 



MHICH AFFCCT..YOU AS£ AMAAE 
DF ^THC THIN6S. YOU FACE 
i9| 2l|rai] It. 10 I STUDEIITS 
4 29 i< 24 2 TEACHEIIS 



iO 

2 



15 S4 21 i4f 



ST. DECISIONS. AAE MADE BY 
THOSE CLOSE TO THE PAOBLEN 
SOUACE 

3lj 2Ci 19 1 STUDENTS 
21 23 2 C 2 TEACHEAS 



29 24 14 



ITEMS 37 3« 39 40 41 42 



S9nf nroirnwirrEEiis 

INFLUENCE WHAT HAPFENS TD 

trou , 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS/ 



SHOULD BE 



229 
153 



229 
1S3 



229 
1S3 



AQ . 13 
40 



4Q . II 
40 



60 li 



V. 14 
4 



4|.. 19 
' 1 



3I-.22 
10 



24 .94 . 4 Ml . .96 



20 4A 21 S«94 «44 4»a 



24 M 4 3«II •«« S.2Z 



21 



23 .>4 
30 . MO 



27 



3«*2 •ST .4.4S 



. 1 J«09 .90 Bml% 
20 3«2t Wl S.4A 



^•29 
3.A4 21 



4fl 
24 



19 10 
20. 24 



oroecuiws. are haae. xu 

SUCH A NAY THAT. VOU 00 NOT 
41NO CARRYINC, THEN OUT 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHEJIS 



229 
153 



40 



9| 20 
.7 



J«01 
27t3«*7 



3-«t 



I 



1.0i:2^ 

i.oc .2«a 



2 A6 19 



II 



II 24 22 



CAUSE: VOUR LiAOERS AND 
PEERS HQRK T06ETICR 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TUCKERS . 



229 
153 



40 i 
40 . 



30 



.;4I 



22 3 41 



7 
27 



Ml 



.43 4.49 

•99-4^ 



Ult a*Rl 



19 11 21 2 J2 



t at 11 ,23 



42 irOlA ilACfRS TRV. Ta Cn 
VOU TO REACH MICH COALS 

1 .STUDENTS ' 

2 TUCNCRS 



229 
153 



A 



21 vjM 
.22 341 



1 AiM 



,28o 

278 



/ 

rpiW OIAQNOSTIC 

[L*m SURVEY 

imB LEADERSHIP 

^^^W/' IMPROVEMENT 



18 



1^02 MM 



i l.0€ 
'1 .« 



1.04 
•93 



1»M 



2. S3 
2.t1 



2*22 
1.02 2«t4 



• 91 2.B4 
1.03 2.91 



12 



1 1 



1 I 



17 



ITSttS 43 44 4S 44 41 44 



. rOUA- Pf A^OMANCt' 
U . U ' 2 TtSACHCIIS 



21 
22 



17 
17 



22 
.17 



31 21 
6| 11 20 



1 STUDENTS 

2 TSACHCIIS 



ITDU ANa VOm tfiSRS. IN 

22 1 STUCi;.MTS 
^ TfACNCBS 



tlTYfiuinjUJb^ list MNAY 
rH£V ."f INa 0U7"' TO.ilAIU£ 
fHINCS. fiETTill 
2C 1 STUDENTS 
21 2 TEACHEAS 



THAT you. OA. VOtM PfifiAS CAN 
HEI.A HAK8 DECISIONS 
Ifl 1' STUDENTS 
2S 2 TEACNEAS 



T%4 NQST ALL MOAA TOSCTHCA 
rO C£T THE JOI. DONE 
17 34 16 U 1 STUOlENTS 
7 M U SC 2 T6ACMEAS 



229 
1S3 



229 
153 



229 
iS3 



229 
153 



229 
153 



229 
153 



ST 



40 

40 



SHOULb: BE 



40 1 
40 1 



.60 f 
4C ^ 



60 ' 9 

4flr-.t>. 



.' 1 



.-4 



5 U 



St - U 



32 'J 91 
223 



29 V 
W.y4<| 



34 



29 • 41 



.7 
27 



7 
. 27 



27 



-K4t 

9- f 7 



4m« 



U « #4 . 21 a«7i .53 4»M 



,10 ^ii . 



•44 4»t4 
•44 4* 



3»U .tl 

5f 



.3U£d ' •8||\4£l«I 



.41 :4*ai^. 



1.36 

279 




OIAGNOSTIC . 
SURVEY 
for 

LEAOERSHiP 
IMPROVEMENT 

. IS 



■ SCHOOL CODE 


flEPORT 


' ^ LEVEL ; 


0034rO02 . 


06/10/76 




OEPT- HEALTH. P.E.* SAFETY 


AIL MIDDLE SCHOOLS 


SUMNARV Vf. ALL SCHOOLS IN SUftWEY. 



.91 2*49 
X.03 2.99 



.9V B*U 



•9^ 2»«4 
2.M 



21 



9 
21 



33 



ITEMS 49 50 Si 52 



%9 YOUR LEADERS SHARE WITH 
VOU MOST ALL THE IWORMA - 
TIOM YOU NEED OR WANT 
291 15 1 STUDENTS 
IC 29 2 TEACHERS 



2 



50 WBl AtC-^ET AtWCTVEtC 

AND HELP EACH OTHER 
22 1 STUDENTS 
Mt 2 TEACHERS 



HGU MELL YOU DO IT IS USED 
TO HEtP SOLVE PROBLEMS 
31 . II ..l^TUDENTS 
2l] 23] 20i r 2 TEACHERS ' 



^KTTHrxfraEirjniainrBrnr 



1 

1^ 



PEERS ANO> PEOPLE BE- 
LOW tl4£M;T0 MAKE CCISIONS 
I STUDENTS 
i TEACHERS 



229 
153 



229 
153 



229 
153 



229 
153 



60 
40 



60 
4G 



60 
40 



SHOULD BE 

"FRgQUEN CV 



IQ 



12 



21 . SO XI 3U3 



16 M 27 



« 39 

^40 



2i 37 



3«30 



3*73 



lot 3«24 
3«4I 



3.11 
27f.3.S4 



•^6.1/? 



1NTCNU1Y 
(CORE 



.35 4< 
.52 4»B3 



•80 
.50 



•86 

• 63 



•81 

•61 



5*ia 



4.54 

3*93 



4*57 
4»88 



287 ^ 



280 



ERIC 



0 

i9y 




2*M 



2.43 



2.24 
2. 19 



2*32t 
2.89| 



DlAGNOSTiC 
SIJWVEY 

fOf 

LEADERSHIP 



SCHOC'.COOl 
00? ««'2 


WPORTOATI 
Oft/10/7* 


LEVtL 

OEF^ HEAtIH» P«E«r SAFETY 




SySTEM MAMI -.J 


ALk MlOOtK .3 OOCS 


SUMUAV OF. ALL SCHOOLS. IN iUAVEY « 



18 



s 



FACTOR OCVEfaTlONS 



CONFIOENCC AMD TRUST , 
ITSHS 01 04 05 12 14 iS 14 
L7 It 24 32 41 44 4« 

1 VTDOaiTS 

2 TfACHCAS 



ITSNS 13 19 20 21 231 24 2? 
SO 33 34 V 
1 STUOCMS i 



2 TiACHERS 



ir^HS 06 2a 29 31 34 42 43 

1 STUOCHTS 

2 TEACHERS 

\ 



DECfSldif^iatCfliGi- 

ITEMS 02 03 07 10 U 22 35 

37 3« 39 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



ITEI^S 08 09 2T 40 45 44 47 
50 52 

1 STUDENT4 

2 TEACHERS 



SHOULD BE 



288 



"T^EQUENCY _ 



1.U 



8.04 , ) 4*4« 



S«44 



S«tl 
3.47 



3«ao 

3.52 



/'■ 



3.21 
3.03 



iwrunnv. 
— -jcm. 



4« 

4«iaB 



4*04 



4.^ 
4*20 



4.59 

AM 



4»92 
4JH 



\ 



281 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 

I IS LEADERSHIP 

IMPROVEMENT 



IS 



8CHO0LC00B 


MPORTOAtl 


LEVEL 


003«-002 


0*/ia/7A 


O0>- HEALTH. r«E«t SAFITV. 




SYSTEM NAMC 


ALL mOOLE SCNOOLS 


SUWUAV^ OF ALL SCHOOLS ik SUKVKY 



IMTUI 

tm 



NO 



9*44 



11 



poiMT or 



trouf 
rou 



49 



roM 

IN 



nMM LCABCSS 



LSAMM 



LEA 9m 



VIE M 



IIVDJITART.. 



WIK MirH YOU AMO YOUK rCEftS 
.riAYS» 



XRCAYUVDU IN NAYS UHICH NAJU 



CtlTUAL ITEMS 
STUDENTS 



10 ITEMS UlTM HICMEST INTINSITV SUUtEk 



DIMCTIOIIS 9Bi IMPtlMiMMT 



IT IS FUM YOUK 



LEAOEMS 



01 



Hi •OaOlN kTESHLMMX 
MftLS AHA 



S4J lOMOlM ITiS UX§ EAS 



CO LLfAfiU ES*« 



SHOULD BE 



TAIN 



IUU.OUEIIVA^H.1 

ACf-tUPON "-" 



»EN TM&SAW.cuaiwurioM 



Li IDEAS 
OM DlNATElK 
FMIEMOLV 



sTiuj m 

l-CAIt. 



ATI 
IMP#IUT1' 

IATUWML 



ICTIMS 



hill Afl 



TO 
FMOM 



WE 

UIE 



: Acofii 



»LAN ACTtOi 
UOE 7AMIH 



9«40 



DiCISlOML JtfE MiK-TWOMM TKANHQML 



tE PMESEM rAlllMU 
UMIOMAjl 
TEINS. 



20 



lOCA S FO It Mi TS T B II PMOVE THIMSS COME HON IM FQMUT UN-. 



NEMT OF 
FKDN ALL 



THE 

LcviasJ 



FROM 

L^U MM I .MfciSlhW-kAKUM 



UA EIM 



1» 



JMNUIVH. 
lATMEMIO . 



9.2A 



TOUR LCAMMJ 
THAI YOU 



LiAMEMS 
IN 1] PIN 



roLO 

iAV.IV T 



MDMR JIlTM YOU IN SUCH A HAY . 
~l;MAT THCV^XFMCT^ 



HMT THEY SNDULO. UMM. IN 
W.aKES MMl A>fi .lNVaLVfO« 



SUMIMOUIUCIS 



. TO 
QM 



MOM 



3Ul 



OOlNSl 

t ^ ff f f. 

Ui lOMDIMititf'Nlft.l 
TNp SUMO m 



CIV MAI 
WtlilltY AU mslMM 



iAYS 



Tfl^AiUriN 
1 4AT 
IMEl MMLrFULl' 



riui 

lATi 



m lu 



^LETIlllFOMNATlQN IS 4ISiO TO 
UHA{t;qrflll AMi UUM MSMS 00* . 



MECIStONS MHUH AFFECT 
TNINCS' YOU FACE. . 



JOINT 
• TiUA 
L1U0« 



_ J If Aim luv I 



Of OMI 



LEIOEMS 
01 



kit 



POUS HAfS:3B I 



Mlia YOU OM VOUM 
TNINU. 



S( 

Uf ILItUO. r 



M IfM B UO^ BJBtU Krl m 



289 



282 



Oi <^GNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 



SCHOOL CO 06 
003*-O02 



gCHOQl NAM_g, . 



IMPROVEMENT {^tt NIOOLC SCHOOLS 

fs 



SYSTEM KAME 



SUMNAJUr i». AU. SCMOOiS IN SUAVCV 



SI?Y 
ICOM 



5«M 



9*54 



9. 44 



»*24 



9.21 



NO 



4.V4 



12 



20 



17 



07 



riulf 

lATf 



Picas UArs 19 inpnove thincs 



INTO 



mm 



EMECI 




IIOSI 



CO$fLJtll IIFQRNATIOK IS USED TU 
r VOJ AND YfllM KENS 00. 



L£A9CU 



bCCiSIO«S~AI£ NUMB THCT Ali£ «AS£0 ON 



MHICH VUl TIUMI 



LIABCaS 



SION 



ALL 



LEABMS TNY 



pnaS CAK Itf LV AMU- 



OlSCUU 



USE 



TEACHEAS 



LC ITEMS' MITH HICHEST INTCMSITV SUMCS. 



HN«r THCV KNOU ASOUT^^j^ 



BOIMK* TB NiLF YOU INMOVE. 



DIRECT IONS 



MITH Yb' D« YOUN 



IS NICHT AND MIN. 



SHOULD 3E 



JOINT LWDENSlAHilMC 9f « lALU LItW E CI H . 



MENT or 
fRDN ALL 



suwosiMat^ , 

sous, HETMOtaU 



lUTlLfl 



m^AS 



rAffE NAK TMUHJCM TEANMOM. 



ECT YOU TO NEACN Nll»: CM EMU bJl <S«iM:f 1ft SIMft»UUIt 



ACl«:'&-.'t£|IENT 
60 its. 



TAJfiTA^DJST M TOtA OAOCSS. iTSafflEV 



CI U0M4 
41I0NAL. 



SiWWOlfl LtftS K£M IKT 



MOftK TCMTNEN TO CET THC JOS HME 



nttiKS~Atf CISAIIIW SO THAT VOM Oft VOIA 



DECISIONS. 



LEV as* 



NAftC a» 



TO 



CAXHEftEOi, 

fibu. oEtmnt iftt MM- 



INftUWfi MEN! 



owu r . » I. M rcftN uiiH & 



» ANft Ml»ft AfftSAIftiC 



ii.1fOUUIIO« UOUr SUlMBHAIiS 



Mfti rosifu^' 



LSftOBlS 
EN IILBS 



TME'OftfiAHUADfij SMC Sff^ 



SO THAT 
NAUNC. OiECl 



Jftl 



•UT 



Tl 



FmrciiRiiikirosn* 



irtSKi imiMiSi fii^ 



NMUMfllK^AilftNO 



ANftjaiT.T|«Qr<.lUf 



^POftC 



ftCAkJSf IC 



ift-sBQBKiftir 



SISTIH 



iimiNo. 



PLAN ACIION 



290 



283 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for / 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCHOOtCOOt « 


RiPOfrrDATf 


LEVa 


OflM-002 


0«/10/7A 


OCPT-i NONC ( INDUSTRIAL ARTS 



SCHOOL MAMB 



ALL NlOOLl SCMOLS 



IS 



1.04 2*4T 
l.M 2*44 



1.09 
l.OC 
• Al 



•9^ 

• 91 

LOG 



• 91 
•71 

• 91 



2*4i 
2.41 
3«S4 



2.22 

2*U 
2>4i 



2*«4 
3.14 
2.91 



Al, 3m9i 



i 

1 

3fl 



12 21 
1 



14 29 17 



11 29 14 

15 2J 11 19 



9 17 



13 14 

29| 12' 
17 



14 



_8Y8TEM NAM5 



SUMURV 0^. ALL SCHOOLS. IN SURVEY 



: ALL ITERS 
SIUOCMTS. TO TEACHERS 
TEACHERS TO OEkO^* HEAOS 



TOTAL 

1 BLACR 

2 mm 

3 ORiaiTAL 

4 AMCRICAN INDIAN 

5 PUERTO RlCAN 

6 MEXICAN AMERICAN 

7 CUBAN 



STUDENTS 

1 BLACK 

2 UHITE 

3 OTHER 



TEACHERS 

1 BLACK 

2 MHITE 

3 OTHER 



N 



30T 
63 

221 



i 

179 
67 
104 

2 

132 
16 
119 
1 



lOfl 
27 
71 



4 

40 

• 

4 

9 
4fl 



SHOULD BE 

PREOOENCY 



13 
14 

U 

12 

19 
14 

21 
12 
4 
3 
4 



31 

20[ 15 
24 31 

29 19 



94 

33 
'37 
31 
J9 
34 
24 
39 
54 



t 



ia9 

1«14 
1.21 

3.00 

l«9i 

3«04 
12} 1.11 
2.99 
3.00 
44|?3.92 
57 3.41 
42 3.93 
4 3.9B 



INTENSITY 
SCORE 

4.07 
•96 3«S0 
•89 4«25 

••9 2^B4 



• 90 
•93 

• 97 



91 '4^44 



•89 

• 66 
•78 

• 65 

• 50 



• 28 
4.11 
44 00 



2«B4 

::^74 
1.76 
3*99 
• 28 



291 

285 




DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 

IS 



SCHOOL cooe 



REPORT DATE 



06/10/76 



SCH OOL NAME 



1*03 
• 73 



•94 



m99 

•II 



1*09 
•«3 



2.M 

2«n 



2.94 
3.U 



2«41 
3.U 



2 

42- 



17 Ifl 39 



9 IS 



7 21 
1 3 



ALL NIOOLE SCMOOLS 



ITEMS 01 02 03 04 05 06 



LEVEL \^ , 

HONE C INOUSTRIAL AATS 



'SUMNAAV OF ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY . 



paqeT-02. 



14 



24 

22 



Dl YOUK LEADERS HAVE FAITH 
MO TRUST IN 70U 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



92 TEAMWRK IS U$l 
IMTROVE TMINCS 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACV^S 



03; YOU OR YOUR FEER5 CAN 
TARE FART IN INFRDVIND 
THl NCS 
l«j 19 1 STUDENTS 
20 20 2 TEACHERS 



04: YOUR LEADERS MORR MTM 
rOU IN SUCH A HAY -THAT. YOU 
LIKE TO 00 NHAT THEY EXFECT 
li 1 STUDENTS 
29 2 TEACHERS 



— 09; Mu HAVC FAiTk AM TKOST 

IN YOUR LEADERS 
24 1 STUDENTS 
39 2 TEACHERS 



175 

X32 



175 
132 



175 

192 



175 
^32 



SHOULD BE 

FREQUENCY 



14 



30 
4 



34 
li 



3.4D 
3*Ri 



3.11 

3.52 



INTENSIVY 
SCORE 



•76 4««4 

• 4a 2*09 



33| 3{ 3^0« 
441 %U% 



27 . 4R 
U 42 



3 3«S0 
• 43 9.69 



•12 

•67 



•R7 
•54 



3^66 
4«3R 



••6 5«9i 
•54 3.AA 



1.02 
•Rl 



2»41 
9.99 



iq IJ 

9 



179 
192 



97 . 
49 



21 



99 

9i 



3 
49 



9.31 
3*«7 



4»M 
9.19 



1«02 

' Mi 



9 11 



06; YOUR LEADERS USE NHAT 
. THEY RNOM AROUT HON YOU ARE 

DOINO TO ICLF YOU INFROVE 
11 1 STUDENTS 
11 2 TEACHERS 



175 
132 



49 

2 31 



MM 



• 19 
•69 



4*42 
9^R1 



292 



286 




DIAONOSTtC 
SURVEY 
fof 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCHOOL CODE 


MEPORTDATC 


LEVEL 


00i«-O02 






OEn-i..l«MC « IMOUSTMAL AftTS - 


NAME 

ALL MIPOLf SCHOOLS 


&UWUAV XSF. ALL SCHOOLS IN SUftVSV 



IS 



1.01 



2*01 2 1^ 21 
2.11 421 



2.C4 
2.f3 



.94 2.3A 



1 
42 



2.19 2 19 18 40 13 
6 IS 23 



.9^ l.U 2 ll| 3lj 93 
i* or 3.00 42 



2 
42 



UI1H yqu OR Youi rios mays 

TO INJNtOVE THINCS. 
2.32( 2i 131 21 Bd 11( 14 1 STUOENTS 
A 14 23 12 2 TEACMEAS 



IN MAYS MHICH lUUUE YOU fE£L 
INPOftTANT 
11 1 STUOCNTS 
23 2 TEACHERS 



32 
9 



34 

jl2 



23 12 iS 13 13 



91 OCCISIO^ ARE MADE 
THROUCH TEANUORK 
1 STUDENTS 
111 141 2 TEACHERS 



ITERS 01J>« 09 10 11 12 



SHOULD BE 



— iiniHrinv 



- "Iff-»00 TUrVCtiRTFEEIS" TAiOr* 
PART IN HARIW« OECISIONS 
UHICN AFFECT YOU 
9 1 STUOEllTS 
14 2 TEACHERS 



rvDOR- L-EWBisTCHarHcnm ~ 

IS fRON YOUR rOILT OF VIEU 
1 STUOENTS 
4) l«j 111 231 2 TEACHERS 



12 TRUE AND~COllPL£tC WOA 
NATION IS USEO TO RATE WHAT 
YOU AND YOUR ^EERS GO 
1 STUDENTS 
111 2 TEACHERS 



115 
132 



115 
132 



115 
132 



115 
132 



lis 

132 



115 
132 



51 
43 



51 
43 



24 
3 



II 

S 



33 
11 



22 U 
I 15 33 



30 



37 
34 



JU49 



4 3«U 
43 JU43 



2 B«12 
44 Ml 



.90 

•60 4*S0 



.91 4»41 
•48 4.34 



3 2^1 •RS 



3.41 •74 4«14 



3 3«24 .83 



•«7 3.67 
«4S 3.47 



3.13 .44 4.44 



%M «A4 



3.41 



J. 11 



5.05 
4.57 



293 



287 




DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 

fOf 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



IS 

o f 



• 93 



2*22 
2*06 



I 



4 



2.d 3 



•«9 



l«03 



2M 
3. A3 



2.231 
3*20( 



2*37 
3«40 



SCHOOL CODE 
003A-002 

SCHOOL NAWE ' 



'betor to~at e~]"" 

M/lO/76 ToEtt** 



ALL HIDOLS SCHOOLS 



ITEHS 13 14 .15 14 17 18 



14: 



37 1€ 
14 22 




J 3^ 



29 



LfYlL 

¥Bm 4 INOUSTHIAL AATS 

L..3jsVjMjiAj*|^ ~ .T 

IMWAKV OF. JiL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY 

SHOULD BE o 

FREOUENCV 



13 YOU KMiM NOW THIMCS AJIE 
FJUM YOUA LCAOEAS* POINT 
Of VIBi 
14| 12 1 STUOCNTS 
17 2 TCACHEAS 



14 LEAOCftS m TOLO yHAT 
rHEY SHOULD KNOW IN AN OPEN 
WAY .BY TNOSE INVOLVED 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHEJIS 



35 2fl 
• 13 



15 YOU fEEL CLOSE TO YOUR 
LEAOSRS 
11 5 1 STUDENTS 
13| 2C( 2 TEACHERS 



14 YOUR LEADERS LEAVE YOU 
FREE TO CONTROL YOUR 
BEHAVIOR 
13{ 10 1 STUDENTS 
13| 41} 2 TEACHERS 



l7~NH£N~l»CKrON$ IttritfOE 
THEY ARE BASED ON- INFO TOU 
THINK IS RI6HT AND PAIR 
17{ 11 1 STUOENTS 
1«| 2S| 2 TEACHERS 



175 
132 



ta YOU PEEL #R1£NDLV MITH 
YOUR LEADER^i 
IR 1 STUOENTS 
3«J 2 TEACHERS 



175 
U2 



175 
132 



175 
132 



175 
132 



175 
132 



57 
43 



14 



41 25 25 



24 3 

29 43 



; 30 
27 



30 
43 



2«t0| 
MM 



page'**** 



lN7iNSnY 

- ORE 

KSSt 



•93 B.4R 



• 77 



3«03( 

»M #72 



2«4S 
R«41 



4i 2.77 1.03 
B«73 .ftO 



4*40 
3.99 



3*44 
9«7R 



3»i9 
MM 



Z 3.11 
43 Ml 



• 91 

•53 



3.R7 



^20 
3.0R 



•94 4^ 

• 51 X»27 



294 



288 




OlAQNOSTIC 
. SURVEY 
for • 

LEADERSHIP 
jMPROyEMENT 



SCNOOLCOM 




LEVEL 


OOM-002 






Mi & IMMUtUM AATS 


•CHOOLNAMI 


■YSTEM NAMi 


AU. .moots tfNOOLl 




UX .SCmOU' IH SUAVCV . 



^7*05 



U05 



• 93 



18 



2.M 

2. as 



.91 2*%a 



.95 



• 90 !•■€ 
•92 2.t3 



2. IS 
2.M 



23 23 
2 10 



i9j 11 

5 



19 2a 



30 
7 



IS 

19^ 14 



42 

20 



-lT€flS 19 2G 21 22 as 24 



119 VOU OA. YOUft PESRS CJUl 

umm ASOUT ounces- m 

POLICIES 

1 STUDiNTS 

2 TIACMCnS 



ZO AUU5 I'lUl UAVS lU 

IMPaOVE TM1N«S CQHE FROM 
kU. CONCERNCO 
1 $'<rUP6llTS 
14| 2 YEACNERS 



14 Jl 

23 



rstiUn — 

HELP CHANCE HON TMINfiS ARE 

DONE 

14 1 srUOENTS 
12 2 TEACHERS 



zr warvout'CEXDns'iaKiir 

rOUR IDEAS TM£V TRY TO 
US£ THEN 

1 STUDENTS 
14| 2 TEACHERS 



" 2 rrmrsHwrTrDur fsei:incs 

UXTM YOUR LEADERS 
32| 10| A 1 STUDENTS 
11 19 1« 2 TEACHERS 



24 VOU~AR£ ARLE'^O INTROVE 
r HI N6S 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



175 
1)2 



179 
132 



17S 
132 



179 
132 



179 
132 



175 
132 



8H0ULD BE 



iNiwurv 



.7 



-14 10| 
1 



11 



11 



fl 



14 21 
1 . t 



21 



.22 



2 2«4A 
43 2.M 



44 



2 
43 



2 
42 



J.04 

Ml 



3 2.94 



M9 



2*19 
■S.12 



2 2.91 
43 MM 



.2«47 
•79{>4«'74 



•91 
•43 



3.91 



.4#.(k2 
7A(3«U 



•C9 

•47 



1^02 
•72 



•90 
•77 



.4«74 
^•42 



••44 

JUOl 



4.11 
J«59 



'29 



289 




DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



003^02 

SCHObl HM^ 



0«/JlO/76 



ALL moOLE SCHOOLS 



LEVEL 

OCPr-t KMC £ IMMJSTRIAL ARTS 



_-£ff'B¥€ilEM NAME 



SUItUtV .Of ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY 









IS 








4* 






- * - 




SHOULD BE 




iNtliisi 










FREQUENCY 




ITENS 25 24 2 7 2 8 29 30 


N 






FREQUENCY 




















1 


7 


3 






% 




9 


s 


7 


s 




.... 


""*■*" 










7 


AN 


S 


q 


AA 










AN . 


s 


0 


' AA^ 


























y 

25 YOUR LEASERS SHOH THAT 




































J* 




rHE HQRR DOME RY YOU ANO 








































rOUR PEERS IS 1RH)RT«NT 




























.2 


11 




30 


28 


12 


1 STUDENTS 


175 


51 


. . 7 


6 


11 


13 


•7 


2 


1.11 


•91 


.1««4 




2.U 








9 


24 


11 


2 TEACHERS 


132 


43 


1 




4 


18 

. : . 


84 


43 


1.S4 


•42 


4.21 


















26 YOU SHAJtr VOUR rROBLatS 














— • 



























MITH YOUR LEADERS 
























• 91 




•2 


9 


43 


24 


11 


8 


1 STUOEHTS 


175 


51 


7 


"19 


^ as 


28 




2 


2.17 


.1^09 


1«29 


•92 




: ^ 






17 


23 


12 


2 TEACHERS 


132 


43 




'2 


— 


. 28 


22 


42 

- • 


1.22 


• 74 


1.02 



















27 YOU~"OR VOUR'>URS~~CAII : " 








































IRING ABOUT CHANCES IN tMAT 








































IS DONE 
























• rj 


2.07 


S 


It 


19 


42 


9 


7 


1 STUDENTS 


175 


51 


^ 9 


4 


so 


17 


.74 




2m%5 


• 84 


4»41 


• 84 


2.-S2 


42 


2 


3 


24 


20 


8 


2 TEACHERS 


132 


43 




1 


8 


24 


21 


43 


3.24 


• 75 


4«.14 






/ 


















































28 LEADER^ PROVlOE CHtijCTS 






































FOR YOU TO MONK MITH YOUR 








































^RERS IN FRIENDLY .HAYS 
























• 92 


2.27 


9 


7 


18 


40 


19 


11 


1 STUDENTS 


175 


57 


^ 3 


4 


18 


12 


12 


4 


1«02 


•91 


1««4 


• 91 


3.07 


42 


1 


4 


' 11 


21 


22 


2 TEACHERS 


132 


43 






4 


17 


15 


44 


J«S9 


•62 


3«17 


















29 THISe NfiTlireiiiR^SHdU 








































hi NUCH CONCERN ABOUT A JOB 








































KEIN6 DONE AS 00 LEADERS 
























• 93 


2*11 


7 


11 


21 


B4 


17 


. to 


1 STUDENTS 


175 


57 


. 11 


10 


. 17 


. 10 


29 


7 




1.00 


i«a2 


• 91 


2*74 


42 


J 


4 


11 


11 


14 


2 TEACHERS 


132 


43 


1 




9 


20 


-.27 


^ 43 


1.11 


. ^74 


J.44 


















10 YOU AND YOUR PRfllS TELL 






































■ 


IT "LIRE IT IS" TO YOUR 








































LEADERS 


























2*41 


4 


i 


18 


34 


17 


18 


1 STUDENTS 


175 


57 


- 9 


■ 7 


11 


27 


: »i 


■ 7 


4*01 


• 94 




• 94 




42 




4 


19 


17 


11 


2 TEACHERS 


132 


43 






7 


20 


.10 


43 


««41 


•70 


.1«44 



2 90 

290 




DIAGNOSTIC 
^SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



8CHooceeoi~ 



00M«flO2 



•CHOOLNAMg 



WPOWTPATi 



Oft/10/1* 



ALL mOOLC- SCMQOLS 



LEVEL 



' eVSTEM NAME 



SUMIAII1^4)f( AU, SCHOOLS. IM SUftVCY 



IHUJIUIV 



IS 



1.03 
• t3 



•93 l.tl 



1.00 



2.12 
2^74 



1. 

2^7J 



2.34 
2^93 



42 



>1 VOU HAV£ A CHANCE TO 
SNOM CONCCRM m OTHENS 
Ml l«j 11 ^1 STUOCMTS 
11 20 24/ 2 TEACMEAS ^ 



iS4 
9 



19 
19 



IfENS 31 32-99 34 3S 36 



92 VOUimAOEIlS 5UmHT~ 
iACA YOU UP 
9 1 STUOEMTS 
3Q 2 TEACHEAS 



jrToo~CDiwiwitATrnrrir~ 

LEAOEAS TO HELl' IHMOVE 
THINCS 
13 1 STUDENTS 
23 2 TEACHEAS 



rOUR ibEAS 
10 1 &TUOCNTS 
1« . 2 TEACHEAS 



ITS YOUR LEAOEAS USE VODIT 
HEL9 TO SOLVE A COMMON 
PROBLEM 
15j A 1 STUDENTS 
23 1 J 2 TEACHEAS 



— )A~~vflu ME ENCQOsnarnro' 

BIVE HELP TO OTHERS TO MAKE 

rniNCS BETTEA 
11 1 STUDENTS 
2C 2 TEACHEAS 



SHOULD BE 



ITS 
132 




ITS 

A32 



ITS 

U2 



ITS 

132 



175 
132 



ST J 
♦5. 



21 



S IT 9ft AS .M 



1 



T 3«04 •913«lf 



• 3«00 
43 



2.94 
a«4S 



2.94 



Mi 
3*50 



•91 
•74 



UOl 
•72 



• 99 
•47 



• •t 

•43 



3«2T 



5«U 
^•«1 



4.2ft 
4.2S 



4»A0 



A. 92 
S.46 



297 

291 



OtAGNOSTtC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 




SCHOOL CODE 



0034-002 . 

" "sCHOO iwAME"' 



04/10/T6 



HONS ( IHOUSTIUAI. AftTS 



ALL MIOOLE SCHOOLS 



ITEMS J7 3< 39 40 41 42 



>T DECISIONS ARE HADE OY 
rHOSE CLOSE TO THE PAOAUN 
SOUACE 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHEAS 



}■ ONES iHOlUiCe DECISIONS 
MilCH AFFECT YOU AIE ANAAE 
3F THE TH1N6S YOU FACE 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



» You'orYduA'mftt — 

INFLUENCE UHAV HAFFEfft TO 

1 STUDENTS' " 

2 TEACHERS 



hO DECiSiONS 'A^RE N'ADE lti^ 
5XH A MAY THAT YOU DO NOT 
MIND CARRYINC THEN OUT 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS > 



bUNNARV OP ALL SCM»LS IN SURVEY . 



SHOULD BE 

"frequIncy" 



ITS 
132 



1T5 
132 



175 
132 



fri Meedcd kam~ut:i~vskm 

CAUSE YOUR LEADERS AND 

PEERS MOAJC TOfiETNER 

1 STUOEilTS - 

2 TEACHERS 



S2 TOUR LEXERS TRY TO «Et 
VOU TO REACH HI6H GOALS 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHEAS 



175 
132 



57 14| 
43 



175 
132 



175 

132 



57. llj 
43 



57 



57 
43 



l«i 24 
20 



17 



PAOE»«0« 

' INHNSItV 

. 



Ifl 27* 2S 10 



22 93 



. 24 

: is 



3 41 

n 



43 



11 

45 



2«94 
S«S1| 



3«17 
M9 



3«03 
3*34 



3.01 
3*93 



»«14 
1.9J 



J«SS 



• 89 

• 42 



•94 i«ai 

•4QLjk91 



•91 S« 
•74 3««1 



•91 
•5Sr4«lA 



••a 

•49 



•91 
• 44 



5.44 
4.M 



S.19 
3«49 



S«44 



298 



292 



SCHOOL COOf 




UVCL 










• 92 



l.OO 



•9S 
.97 



l.OC 
l.Ol 



2.24 
S.03 



2.21 



2.29 
3.03 



2.21 
2.i9 



2.34] 
3.04 



U 14 



10 

3 



13 



(4 :vQUi~FB£iiirxcconwAr 

IS CXPECTiO OP lTH£JI 
I STUOCMTS 
Ifll 24| 111 2 TEACHCJIS 



3i 



rOU ANO. VOUR PECAS IN 
FftlEMOLV .NAYS ^ 
13 I STUOCMTS 
Sfl 2 TEACHEAS^ 



yOUA'CEASFRS^USXKHnr 
rH£Y ■FIND OUT<l TO MAKE 
rniNCS AETTfiA 
12 1 ^UOENYS 
11 2 TEACHeAI 



— iT thincs AAF-oKcnnxirsi} 
rmT YOU OA YOUA peeas can 

HELP MAE DECISIONS 
11 1 STUDENTS 
II 2 TEACMEAS 



— HffsritLrTKmirrocnHf ft' 

ro CET THE JOt DONE 
U 1 STUDENTS . 
24 2 TEACHEAS 



ITS 
132 



115 
132 



ITS 
132 



ITS 
132 



ITS 
132 



ft? 
43 



S? 
43 



2« 



2TI 



Uj. IS 



29 



. 27 



39 



14 



44 



13^ 3.21 
J.74 



14 



3««A 



U:3«U- .95 



J<U«J 



.T9r4»«A 



•93 1*74 
. .AS 3.42 



44 fkylQ 



•50 



•94 

•53 



•9a 

.91 



IT 



4*49 



B.29 
3«U 



299 




293 




IMPROVEMENT |iU.L HIW>t?$CH00i.» 
IS 



' blAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 



REPORT DATE, 
Oft/ 10/ 74 



'i 



UV6L 

OEPY- HOME « IIOUSTMAt AATS 

1111. " 11 SYSTEM NAMEI" " 



- I PAGE 



7*10 



UMUHV .OF. .ALL XHOOLS IN SUJIVEY . 



• 93 



2*34 



2.37 
3.33 



3*03 



1^ 



43 



IS 
42 



FREQUENCY ' 



27j 2'2 
t 19 



32 



18 II 

5-> lO 



17 



ITEMS 49 50 H S2 



b9 YOUR LEAOfKS SHME Mlr«| 
rOU MOST ALL liraiMA 

1| i STUOEiiTS 
24| 2 TiACHEff^ 



IND HELr EACH OTHER 
Ifl^' 14 1 STUDENTS \ 
1»^ 30^ 2 4Z;tCHtH \ 



SI INFQ'bK 4HAt YQf;da AHO 
MM HELL VQU DO IT |S USEO 
rO HELP SIM.V£ PR0OL£NS 
1 STUOEHTS 
20( 2 TEACHERS 



S2 THE LCADERS IKAh'HITH 

rHEiR perRS aho.pecple be- 

LOtt THEN TO fUKE OECISIONS 
10 1 StrUOEKTS 
21 2 TEACMerS 



175 
132 



ITS 
132 



175 
132 



175 
132 



SHOULD BE 



12 



57 < 9 
43 



1« 



14 

S 



27 
14 



24 
14 



19 3.14 
44 J,TJ 



14 



. iNttMurr 

— JJ555 



• 94 4«M 
•44 4«17 



3.19 
3»«1 



3ai 

3«44 



3«S1 



•91 
• 39 



•39 
•74 



4*35 



4«7« 

2«Y9 



•69| 4*09 
•3.fiS 



300 



V 
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OlAaNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 





LCVCL 


OtMHMa 1 owto/u . 




■CHOOLMVW _ 


•YSTCMMAMC 







IS 



2*22 
S.i2 



2»II 



2uI4 
2*tJ 



2.22 
2««9 



FACTOA Off ilOT IONS 



^ONFIOfMCC AMD TIUItT 
ITftfIS or D4 05 12 14 19 I* 
17 It 2* 32 4X 44 M 

1 STUOfMTS 

2 TfACNUS 



cduiuncxTiON ■ 

ITfiNS II 19 20 21 SJ 24 2» 
10 13 94 ■ 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TCACMEIIS 



' CIWTKOL — 

ITEMS 04 2t 29 SI 34 42 43 
»I 

1 ilVPtUIS 

2 TEACMEAS 



ITEMS 02 03 07 10 II 22 35 
17 3« 39 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TCACHEMS 



INTDUCTION INfLUENCF 

ITEMS OS 09 27 40 49 44 47 
40 50 f 2 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACMEMS 



SHOULD BE 



Ml 



2^ 
3.40 



3«09 
3«9i 



^3*02 



3«0I 
3.M 



4*4S 
3«2f 



3«za 



4«U4 
3«47 



4. 34 
3*94 



4»J9 
3««7 



301 



295 




DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



ITCH 



VOOK LEAOCRS 



»«57 Off. VOU« LEA MRS 



you FEEL imomjM, 



PEOPLC hHO HARE 



IRE IKARE OF 



9.15 41 MEEOEO WORK 



VOURj L£A9ERS 



ypUR LCADUyS^IN)R(JMjt^M VpU AND YOUR PEERS 



rmiEJiav* WAYS. 



VIEm 



L£A»CRS 



tour ilNIC ATE 
lUVRSVE rHIM». 



YQUi 



fRue 

UVE 



AND 



003^002 
ALL MIOOLE SCMXkS 



CAITICAL ITERS 

stuoemYs 



LEyEL 

HOME C INOUSTIUAL ARTS 



-4-^"^^ . ^SYSTEM NAME 



pUiMAKV ^ ALL SCHOOLS IM SURY£Y 



10 ITEMS MITH HIGHEST INTENSITY 9:01^ S« 



KNCM HflM IT IS FROM YOUR 



TREiAT YOU JN MAYS WHICH HARE SUIORPH^uC^' EAS 



OECISKHVAIE JIU>C THEY ARE BASlO ON 



IMICM VDU TMIMK 



BETS 



YOU LIKE TO 



TNC 



LEAOCAS 
OSIAIH 



SOIORDUikT^ 



^ALS A^) TAUU 



SI 



CO lUiAQKi ES* 



DEC U IONS WHICM AffECT 
THINGS YOU f ACE. 



IS RI«HT AMO FAIR. 



OQIIE BECAUSE OF THE WAY 
fEEHS WORK TOGETHER. 



LEASERS TO H£ir 



SUPPORT 



00 



HMAl y6j an 9 YQJR f££RS 00. 



4(0 



LEftOE^S 



cbwUTl 

CArHE^EQ, 
^IHAL 



OPERAri%B.y 



ON 



ANO BACK YOU UP. 



ARE USECk 

leiociks 

niCjOLV 



nif»Tie&^ Villi rou cn « AAiwEi AM^ 



WORK MITH VOU IN SUCM A WAY 



IMAT THEY EXPECT. 



TO 
OF 



COMPUTE U FORMATION IS.USfO TO 



SHOULD BE 

. FREQUENCY 



iMitturv 



ft! inPKOViHENT 



QtS ERVA LBtl 



UPON 



'EN TliE ClVSXMRAriON 



UlU« 



SU0O^)1^U& 



sU«)ioiii*U:( 



(K^ERSTIMO 

f m .Mil. L. 



UtfL^CQUUkTpTlpF'ORij^^ IS 



my -P<>.«itaiMT I no u. B^Tii 

EQUALS 



EN UMJ#AI( KRQ Q|AT U 



HDBL0i4 4f|0 ftAiirAClrtOM 
" THli 



INFflMTiON, 



SUlOROlMkTEi 

3UT. 



HORJt 

ooir 



LI lEO. 



NA« 



THl>ftS^ 



jUMOERSr^lNS 



AiTiNrr^ 

INPfliUUTlOII 

oicarixationaL 



IUtl.|ilST«^S* 
OPRQB rUMIFitf 



MTU ALLY 



PLAN ACTION 



«A0£ 



^RQM 



ftCUilMS 



PROBlCNS 



19 UliiQiKCATB 
OGCISIOIS 



TAEftS 



UlE 



•iFORE 



IREAT- 



NHEREBY 



ftl«|EM A« OPHJIRTJHITI 
.ACCEFTAICi iAYS 



^ 3F XfAUUUAWS CRH 

Elf A m M£ii oar >^ i- 



rAREN 



THESE 



J I \ I I I I 
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296 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCHOOL CC»= V ' ^ 


RIPORTOATS 


LSVEL 




06/10/14 




8CHQCM NAME 


SYSTEM NAME 


ALL fUDOtI SCMOLS 


UimtmX .OF ALL SCMDOLV IM MVCY 



IS 



IMT« 

sirv 

SCOM 
»«0I 



4^4 



4.M 



IT CM 
MO 



rout LCADtlU 



19 rari it VDBET 
IM PDLICIW* 



36 IMt 

^rou 



12 raul 



OT biCiklOML ME IUO& TWUHIMi TCAMUOAK. 



43 



rcAJttfonK is 



Plikfi MAfS TD IMraOVE TMINCS, 



DiCISIONft AAE NAK IM SUCH A WAV THAT VOU 



90 t^2l NIMV 



ITOi 



DOIHC" TB HCLP VOU INftOVE. 



UUAE Of 3m TNIN«S YOU fACf. 



AND COITLETE HlFORi UTIOII tS U S CD TO 



rou rAKC 



PCCm nM BAINCr AUUT'CHANCCS" 



LEA KM 



rou M vBua 



USE MUT THEV KMOM AlQUT^^iOU LSIOCM 



PAiT IM 



10 ITiNS UITM HICHEST INTMUrr S»MIC|k».,.' 



BIBiCTIOIU^i 



DCCISiOMS NUICH ATfCCT UEWfftS 



CaiTICALi ITEMS 
TEAGNCRS 



US E INFO IMAipiMMKMp. 
6f MAVIOII 



OC^ELOPM^IT. 



or 



^0 glHC. TOOK PEJt/ORMAICE* 



JSEIl TO IMPAOVE THIN6S. 



Of SUM WITH VOU OA VOUR 



BE 



CAM VUN THEM OUT, 



PEEKS CAM TAXE PAAT IM 



SHOULP BE 



MKE AA-EmiK 



SUWfttUIAUai. flMV. 



MMEMCVU 

USED. 



S4J MMOIM Uf 



UTILlCEOi 



NUrUALLV 

otrcoNCs. 



IKCMCASE 
Arcs TG 



NAM KU^Tl)4e OilUiiS, 
lM6.fi%ICV 



WILS* «ETHflM» IMO 



OiClSIOMS SfeBIU 



in PftOVlM C TM E. Oi IMAT lOI 



JOINT UMKASIMIIMS 

U0» 

KC puscidr ATllM. 

. UUIONAl^.LI 
Tf UU. 

0»WMITm»TH 



TAMft A. NGIlf 



UNBUUIUtOi 



iffiitfAUiKtWE era- 

—Sri,: — 



iiioaoUusEi 



raUME TEiMCU SMOHLl BE 



BE lAftlD UIM 



ACCPMTAIU PWXEOUiE& AMO 



OPS BBTU IITI BS. I DB S tIBBB 91-- 



PBOiLCNS 



FBflH .OH PBAE ME O ISAM - 
MBIE.MCIU WrlABlMK 



LTICI«< 



M riBN IIOM i 



AC1IVE PAD 



ICUIflTJES SM)UL» 



Of -IMS SCHOOL. 



9LAN ACIIflH 
•TABIN 



«ADE 



303 



0 



297 



OIAONOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEAOCRSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCHOOL OOM 



OOMH>02 



wi>OfrrDATi 



AIL mOOLi StMOOLt 



i.oa t.M 

•91 2«4I 

uoa ». 



c73 UM 
•44 &»40 



UOO 2*2J 
•99 2*34 
UOQ 2.23 

.«a 2.n 

2.«1 

•MJ 2.n 



29 
II 



17 . 27 
11 27 
17 27 



AA * J7 
34 21 



11 21 

13 19I n 



11 22 



14 13 



14| 12 

17[ U 
I4I 12 

... 2 
19 



19 11 



12 
13 



BYgTEM WA>lf 



(UMNARV-.W AU. S44O0iS> III SUAVCIT . 



STUHEMTS <T0 TCAOifAS 
T lACHeftS TO OCTT^ MCAOS 



TOTAL 

1 UACK 

2 MHITi 



3 ORIIiilTAL 

4 AMERICAN IN0I4H 

5 njEATO MCAN 

4 NEXICAM AJICftlCAN 
7 CUfiAM 



N 

297 
39 
214 



STUOfNTS 
1 BLACA 
2. MHlTr 
3 OTHEII„ 

TCACMERS 

1 BLACK 

2 MHITE 

3 OTHEA „ 



192 

25 
149 
1.2 
45 
>4 
51 



100 

19 • 

•4 . a 



74 1 

13 ' 
•9 

„_I 
29 
21 
71 



_8HC .;?t5> BE 

•>REQUENC>' 



"uammt 



IS 



14 22 29 



IB 20 

li 23 



IC 
21 
11 
29 



33 21 
10 9t 



Si 

24 
SI 
SB 



20 S«04 •9II««*M 



91 2.94 
2.79 

9 2«^«9 
Ml 



3««4 



2.T9 
MM 



S«44 
J.41 
MM 



•9T 



•B4 4.B7 
1.04 4.40 



.97 
.99 
•97 
• 91 



• 49 
.47 



urn 



S.7B 

JU94 
4. SI 



9.BB 
3.39 
^•44 



299 

304 




DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

• LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 

IS 



SCHOCCCOOE 



REPOHTOATE 



SCHOOL NAM E 



•94 



U03 2.M 
•9 J 2*72 



5| iC 
51 



Qi yam teaoers nave fait;u 

AMI TRUST IN YOU 
3*1 It. n 1 STUDENTS 
J ~-« —1% r TBACMCRS^ 



13 33 
9 . 14 



20|. 39 14 li 
li II 11 



?1 



ALL NIOOLS SCHOOLS 



ITEMS 01 02 03 M Oft 04 



OEPT-U.VQCATiONAL aXCATlONAL 



SYSTEM NAME 



SUMHAinr .OF ALL SCHOOLS IN SUJUfEV 



- ft2"TCAIilOWr 1$" USED TO " 

IMmOVE THINCS 
19 1 STUO£NTS 
« 2 lEACMCRS 



VOU IN SUCH A MAY . THAT. ^VOU 
LUfi TO 00 UMAT. TNCV PJt9€CX 
221 19 1 STUOCNTS 
11 . 19 2 TiACHCAS 



riTYDirorYowmwraui" 

TAJtC fAAT IN IMNmVlM; 
THINCS 

1 STUOCNTS 

2 lEACHEAS 



D9v TOU HAVE FAITH AHO TRUST 

SN YOUR LIAOERS 
2« 1 STUOCNTS. 
29 2 TEACHERS 



192 



192 
49 



192 
45 



192 
49 



SHOULD BE 

Frequency 



^ II 



19 32 
4 1« 



io 



3.i«| 

3«22 



35 

22 S4l 



2« 19i 

la 



4| •.IS 



94.B.M 



PAGE«-<« 



IKTOiSnv 

--.SCORE ' 



.•A 3.77 



.041 4.0k 
.32. 4*i9 



.91 
.54 



4^42 
4.02 



^23 

Mi 



i.oa 

..91 



2. 
1*131 



51 



192 
45 



21^ •£ 
31 



4 

54 



.31 



.94 

•5C 



(Mc VOU& UAitti uiE to«Ar 

INEV RHOM. AiOUT NOH YOU ARI 
DOINB TO HEU» .YOU. INMOM 
2J 1 STUOCNTS. 
Oj 2 TEACHERS 



2.41 

2i 



9 
51 



14 



192 
4S 



71 

29 



'4, 
S4 3*44 



•07 

•77 <ft»j 



305 



300 




DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for • 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCHOOL cooe 


fttPORTOATI 


UEVEL 


OOMHI02 




OE#I< VOCAUOHAL UUCATiOHAL 


MHOOL NAME 


" 8V8TEM NAME 


ALL NlflfOlE SCHOOLS 


SUMNAAVvOF. MJL SCMOOLS IN SUKVCV . 



18 



I.M UZl 4 IC 



UM 



1*01 2.M 
1*04 2«71 



•94 2.A) 51 



UOJ 2.09 



•91 



19 



11 
A 



9 
91 



29 
A 



23 



24 

-5 



2A 

2 



12 



OT OECISIOMS AJIC NADC 
rNROUCM TSAMMOKK 
i4| 14 i STUKNTS 



fb vbu OA IrduR ^illtS tir« a 

PAAT IN MAICIMC DECISIONS 
MHICH AFFECT VOU 
X STUDENTS 
2fl( 141 III 2 TEACMCAS 



29 17 



ITCRS 07 OS 09 10 11 .12 



m: voun leaoeas ois£us$ 

tflTN, KMJ OR VOW FEERS MAYS 
TO INFROVE TNINCS. 
X STUOENTS 
2 TEACMCRS 



CiSrViW UaSERi T CEAT ¥0U 
IN IIAVS MHICM JUKE VOU FEEL 
INFORTANT 
10 1 STUDENTS 
XI 2 TEACMCRS 



IS FRQN^VOUR FOINT OF VIEW 
Ifl 1 STUDENTS 
A 2 TEACHERS 



12 TRUC ANO CONFLETE INFOR 
NATION IS U£ED TO RATE IMAT 
rOU AI0 VOUR FEERS 00 
lA 1 S^rUOENTS 
2 TCACI4ERS 



SHOULD BE 



192 



192 
45 



192 
69 



192 

A9 



192 
49 



192 
69 



79 



"25 



.1 



IS 



1« 32 



IT 24 
t X< 



SO 



40 
23 



4| 3.19 
3.27 



3«I0 
3.20 



2.A4 

3*27 



3.13 
3.27 



3«01 
^-49 



. IMViHim 

icoas 



uuuu 



• A9 

•87 



•9G 
•74 



•9a 
-74 



•92| 
•63 



4.91 
4.34 



9«2t 
2.19 



3.64 
3^77 



5«»9 
3.72 



2*09 
2.90 



306 



301 




DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 

fOf 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



00)4HK)2 



SCMOOt NAME 



0^10/76 OCPT- 



ALL KIOOLE SCHOOLS 



3 



AEyEt'.._ 

VOCATIONAL ECMJCATIQNAL 

""' system name _ _ 



UMHARY ,0F .ALL SCHOOLS IN SUtVEY 



GE«-0* 



IS 



1*01 



2«>M 



51 



1*09 ' 2,« 
.Sj( S*12 51 



1*0] 

V 



2mlt 



2* 



31 ia( zj 

9 2) 2a 



Ifl Mf 



|7£NS 13 14 15 14 17 1ft 



29 



lA M 



19 
11 



2 TEACMEIIi 



i5*TD0**rEHr'CLasrTir YOUR 

LCAOERS 

1 STUOCNTS 

2 YEACMCAS 



IVIYOUR L£3S£li$~lLlAV£~V^ 
FACE TO CONTftOL YOUR 
IGHAVIQII " 
11 1 STUGCNTS 
37 2 TEACHERS 



L3 YOU RNOM HOU THUt^^S ARE 
FROM YOUR LEADERS* POIMT 
3f VIEU 

l-^UOENYS- — 

2 TEACHERS 



I^ LEADERSinr TOLO VHAT 
IHCV SMOULO RNOU.IM AN OPE!N 
MAY ftY TWSC IN¥OLUEO 
1 STUDENTS 



iT~HHEII DECISIONS M£ NAOr 
rH£Y ARI BASED ON > INTO YOU 
miMC IS RlfiMT AM) fAIR 
12 I STUDENTS 
19 2 TEACHERS. 



KOUR LEAOCRS 
2C ' 1 STUDENTS 
2l| 2 TEACHERS 



-152- 
*5 



192 
65 



192 
65 



192 
65 



192 
65 



192 
65 



SHOULD* BE 

FREQUENCY 



7S 13 
29 2 



-26 
6 



i 



15 



31 



26 



.26 
22 



23 21 
« 37 



S4< 9««S 



2«ft9| 
3«4] 



2*72 
3.9lj 



INTENSITY 
SCORE 



I'.Ol 



3. 01 



•74 2.72 



•93 3.33 
• 6S 4*92 



1.04 

•6g 



2*M 1,02 
»4j 3.71 «5a 



52 



3^1 



M9 l.OC 



^36 

6.90 



2«U 
•37 



3«2S 
.4%1« 



3«1S 
2«9Z 



307 

302 

O 

ERIC 



DIAQNOUTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEA0CR8HIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



•SHOOtOOOC 


WPOMT DAT! 


LEVEL 






OiFTHJ vaCATUMAL OUCATlQIlAL 


SONOOtNAMI 


SYSTEM NAME 


ALL njOOLS SCMQDiS 


SUMUKV Ofi ALL SCNOOLS IN SUAVE V 



!8 



9C uw 

92 M 



92 I»M 51 



•92 1*09 
lmC2 1*41 



.«C a*M A . 13 

•9C 51 



12] 21 
9 



21 19 
9 



Ifl 26 



2i 

9 



37 Hi 

.19 



11 

29 



ITCII& 19 20 21 22 23 24 



19 VOU C9L YOUR VtfKS CAN 
IIUN6 ASOUT CHAMSf 4 IN 

POLICIES 
S 1 STUDENTS 
% 2 JEACMEAS 



— Iflt" IDE*rTDinrAV5~T0~ 
INTKOVE THINCS CONE FUM 
UX dMCiftNEO 

11 1 STUDENTS 

12 2 TEACHERS 



SHOULD BE 



«LP CIUN6C HON THINCS ARE 
DONE 

7 1 STUDENTS 
12 2 TEACHERS 



VQUR IDEAS THEY .TRY TD 
JSE THEN 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



WITH YOUR LEADERS 
12j a 1 STUDENTS 
17 ' 11 2 TEACHERS 



'Z4 YOU ARE ABLE TD INTROVE 

rniNCS 

7 1 STUDENTS 
9| 2 TEACHERS 



192 
65 



192 
65 



, l'>2 
65^ 



192 
65 



192 
65 



1« 11 



24 IV 
It tl 



Hi 



« '27 ^4 29 



14 



lif ;r;f « 

" 3 55 



3 29 



29 
11 



2« 27 



IS 



29 
12 



9»10 



l.QO 
J .41 



2«sa 

9*9J 



2.R2 

*a4 



2.R4 



54 J.20 



~~iNiiiism 
-scoas 



1.02 
•79 



• 95 
•57 



• 96 
•41 



• 97 
•65 



3.51 
^•99 



4.11 
v2^42 



4.29 
3^19 



4.03 
l«96 



•99 2^4a 

• 71 3.00 



54 3*03 



•90 

•as 



4^32 

3^oa 



308 




303 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURV6V 
for 

UEADERSHir 
IMPROVEMENT 



^SCHpOLCpOC 



0034-002 



SCHOOL NAME 



06/10/ T6 



iti, NIOOLE SCHOOLS 



"fliPORTOATE~! ' 

VOCATIQMt iSMJCATIONAi. 

] iySTCM NAME _ . , . 'Z 1. , L _ 
SUMMARY . OF ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY 




},02 



^03 



>91 



1«9] 
2«A] 



1403 



S«01 



51 



IS 



./.f^EOUENCY 



19 



51 



51 



51 



lA 22 



11 
17 



ill 2a 



ITEJIS-^ 26 2T 2A 29 10 



Z9 YOUR LEADERS SHOM THAT 
rHC MQRK JWNE BY YOU ANO 
VOUR PEBUS IS INfORTAMT 
1< 1 STUDENTS 
1^ 2 TEACHERS 



ZC~TpU*3HA>C:irOUR ?BOBLBIS 
WITH YOUR LEADERS 
I . 1 STUDENTS 
la| 2 TEACHERS 



YCkj^O«-«»t-|^E£»S"CAN'~ 
»IN« ARObT CUANtfS IN HHAT 
IS DONE 
7 ' 1 STUOEMTS 
All 2 TCACHERS 



fOR YOU TO MORA MllH YOUR 
PttRS IK HIIEMOLY JtAVS 

1 5TU0CNTS 

2 TCACHERS 



£S MUCH CONCERN ABOUT A . 
EINC QCWE AS 00 LEADERS 
^ . 1 STUOCNTS 
2 TEACHERS 



IV •lirc.it i«» to your 

LEAOCRS 
id) 14 1 STUOCNTS 
ISj IV 2 TCACHERS 



192 

65 



192 
6S 



192 
65 



192 

62 



192 
45 



192 

'65 



T5 
25 



SHOULD BE 

FREOUENrv • 



10 



17 



14 26 
4( IB 



9| IBj 32 M 
IB 22 



52 



INTENSITY 
SCORE 



9*35 



2.5Q 
J.2J 



^•02 



B.Q2 
MM 



•96 
•71 



1*09 
.77 



•«*6 
•T3 



2*«l 



MM 



4.U 

3.32 



2. 32 
3.31 



3.B3 
2.2B 



• B9 3.59 
•4B 2*24 



1*01 S..44 



•72 



•97 
• T2 



2«57 



S«12 



304 

^09\ } - . , ...v./- 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPRDVEMENT 



•CHOOLOOM 




LEVEL 


OOM-002 






CATiaMLiUUCATIjOiai. : 




SYSTEM NAME 


ALL NINLI ilCMQOLS 




MX SCMOOiS. IN StAVf V . 



IS 



•«S 2.21 
•99 9.M 



•9a 



U09 



• 91 



•9« 
• 91 



2*20 
2.72 



2*79 



2«M 
2* AS 



2»»4 
2*79 



10 



il VQU HAWe A CNANCC TO 
SHOU CONCfilM FOR 01NEAS 
B«| i«| IS 1 STUOCNTS 
11 19 2fl 2 TSACHCKS 



30 

' 3 



33 

20 



29 
22 



14 

; 15 



2i 13 



ITAIIS Si 32 33 34 35 34 



>2 YOUA LJcAOEAS 5UPPCMT 

BACK you Uf 

7 STUDENTS 
111 Z JEACilEAS 



93 YOU COIMJNICAT6 HITH 
LEAOEHS TO HELP mpMNE 
rHlNCS 

11 1 STUDENTS 

12 2 TEACMERS 



14 YouirrcAoeju try toisei 

VOUR lOCAS 
. 12 1 STUDENTS ' 
12 2 TEACHERS 



95 VOUR LEADERS USE YOUR 
NELP TO SaVE A COMMON 
PROBLEH 

IC 1 STUDENTS 

11 2 TEACHERS 



34 YOU ARE ENCOURACEO TO 
CIVE HELP TO OTHERS TO MAKE 
THINCS RETTER 

13 1 STUDENTS 

12 2' TEACHERS 



SHOULD BE 



192 
65 



192 
45 



192 
65 



192 
65 



•192 
65 



192 
65 



75 

25 



79 
29 



10 



21 



20 
20 



12 



M- 20 
3 



27 w 27 
il 2 35 



29 
20 



34 MM 



£«R4 

S4 3.77 



24 
23 



2«i« 

3.39 



2.R3 

3^34 



2.71 
3.21 



3^ 

3«3a 



• 95 
•57 



•99 
•43 



•97 
•43 



•99 
• 41 



1^01 
•77 



4.21 
5*«3 



3*45 
4*09 



3« 
3.99 



3*10 
3«26 



3«t2 
3.34 



305 




DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
fof 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCHOOL cooe ■ 



0036H}02 

"schoolk aMe 



REPORT DATE 



06/10/76 



AtL HIDOLE SCHOOLS 



OE^T^- VOCATIONAL fOOCATlOMAL 

sVsfEM NAME 



SUMNAAV OF. M.L SCMIOLS IN SUAVCT 



IS 



•93 
• 19 



2.U 



UOC 



2.63 



2*24 
2.71 



M 



10 14 



2«»4 



2*i:i 11 

ue. 51 



2.U 



11 



2 



I TENS >7 30 39 .60 41 42 



39 Die5~lff«'NKKE DECISIONS 
WHICH AFFECT VOU AJIE AHARE 
Cr THE THIN6S VOU FACE 
X STUOCNTS 
2 TEACHENS 



37 DECISIONS A4E NAOE 9Y . 
THOSE CLOSE Tf, THE FNOBLEN 
SOURCE 

1 STUDENTS ^ 

2 TEACHERS 



INFLUENCE WHAT HAPFENS TO 
VOU 

-16 1 STUDENTS 
9j 2 TEACHERS 



*0 KCraON5TBK~iaDE^>r~ 
&UCH A MAY THAT YOU DO NOT 
HIND CAMVINC THEN OUT 
9 1 STUDENTS 
19| 2 TEACHERS 



~^S\ NEEDED UOU UIS DONE BE 
CAUSE YOUR LEADERS AND 
PEERS HONK TOM THEN 

II 1 STUDENTS 

14 2 TEACHERS 



roU TO REACH HICH COALS 
2C 1 STUDENTS 
ll( 2 TEACHEJIS 



192 
65 



192 
65 



192 
65 



192 
65 



192 



.192 
65 



75 
25 



14 



SHOULD BE 

FnEOUENCY 



GE»-0« 



INTENSITY 



10 



79 * 
29 * 



25 
19 



26 
2t 



10 2*90 
99{ 3.61 



.61 
21 



12 
54 



U 



2.97 
3«40 



3.31 



2«7« 

.3«sa 



3.03 
3.61 



J«39 



•98 
•63 



1.01 
•62 



•76 



2*t< 

1^76 



4*32 
^06 



2^05 
3*23 



1^02 3«96 
•63 4«39 



•91 
• 54 



l^Ol 
•57 



.4^29 
A»«l 



.3«as 
.♦•a6 



311 



306 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

.LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 





.1 JBPOWnATi 


LEVEL 


OOM-002 


1 M/XA/IA 




DCn-U,VOCATUMAL>.eauCAriONAL < 






SYfTCM NAME 


ALL MOOLC SCNOaiS 


SUMMIIV M ALL SCNODLS. IN SURVEY 



— -Moom. 



18 



ITERS 43 44 45 44 47 .4« 



SHOULD BE 



owtl «4ue> 



mSSi 



i.iS 2.11 51 



20 . SS 14 



J 11 11} 



14 



»3 VOU TAKE l»AAT «IM JUMINC 
rOUA rEAfOiflANCE '> 
1 STUDENTS 
lij 2 TCACHEAS ~ 



192 
45 



?9 . II 
29 



7- It 



as 



t.u 

94iJ«St 



•9S 

.51 



1.21 

ji«ia 



llt-.>l 19 
\4 14 



14 VOUR PEERS ACCEPT WHAT 

15 EJtFECTED OF THEN 
1 STUDENTS 

111 2 TSACNERS 



192 

. 45 



TS 
29 



29 
24 



2.«S 



1.00 
.97 



3.ia 



l.(H 
.41 



2.91 
1.44 



.94 

.9C 



2.42 



201 91 
9 



^5 YOUR LEASERS UQMC Ml TH 
rOU AND TOUR PEERS* Ut 
FRIENDLY HAYS 

19 1 STUDENTS 

32 2 TEACHERS 



192 
6S 



40 
99 



14 



9.12 



54 9*74 



27 
11 



— MT VODA lCAAEAS USE mHaT 
THEY "FIND OUT« TO NAKE 
rHI NCS SETTER 

13 1 STUDENTS 

11 2 TEACHERS 



192 
49 



II 



3.01 
9.43 



.99 
.51 



.9S 
.49 



rHAT YOU OR YOUR »E£RS £AN 
ilELP HAKE S£Ci»lONS 
7 1 SWD&tIS 
12 2 TEACH«UtS 



4.19 

2*02 



3.43 
3.94 



4.41 
4.59 



.93 
1.04 



2.U 
2.44 



2C 
12 



20 
19 



192 

69 



94 

. 29 



3«04 
3.49 



.99 
.48 



1.02 



2.27 
3.10 



14^ 7 

511 2 



k% MOST ALL II0RK~T06£THER 
rO SET THE J09 DONE 

la 1 STUDENTS 

22 2 TEACHERS 



192 

65 



19 



9.09 

3.73 



.90 
.49 



4.33 
4.30 



312 



307 




IS f 11 2« 2C li 



99| 2.BI 
2»74 



• «1 
•93 



2.XC 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
fof 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



IS 



SCHOOL CODE 


REPORT DATE 


LEVEC 


0034-002 


06/10/76 


OCrr-^: VOCATIONAL iflUCATlONAL 


SCHOOL. NAME 


SYSTEM HrMB 


ALL MIOOLE SCHOOLS 


KUMKAHV OF ALL SCHOOLS IN SUIVEV 



9 15 12 



Bfl 



19 
11 



ITEMS 50 91 52 



11 



%9 YOUR LCAOERS SHAKE MITH 
TOO NOST ALL THE IMFOfUlA 
riON YOU N££0 OA MANX 

1 STUOCNTS 

2 TEACMRS 



I? NDST~*tX-Crr A10N6 ITELL 
MO HELP EACH OTKZS 
11 1 STUDENTS 
29 2 TEACHERS. 



— srnrewrwHJttT votf BO *No 

HON HELL YOU 00 IT IS USEO 
rO HEL» SOLVf^OBLENS 

10 1 STVflCNFS 

12 2 TEACHERS 



THEIR >fERS ANOtKOnjE IE- 
LON THEN TO NAXE DECISIONS 
. 1 1 STUDENTS 
111 2 TEACMERS > , 



192 
65 



192 
65 



192 
65 



192 
65 



75 
25 



7S 
23 



73 ll 



SHOULD BE 



5 2C 20 



- SO 

15 



15 S«rlO 



5* 



S«*0 



19 3.14 
^5 3.72 



16 S»09 



3«S9 



MS 
3^9 



INTENU^ 
>COREj 



• 96 4.13 
•56 4^*9 



.94 
• 59 



•92 
.63 



l^Ofl 
•97 



r 



3*40 
2.M 



4, 



4.46 
4.12 



313 



308 




DIAQNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

tEAO£BaH}P 





fVCMTDATl 


LEVEL 






OfrV-:4t.VOCAVlQML UUCATlOMM. 




fVlTEM NAME 


ALL m^i umoLS . 


lUfMAlll^iK ALL KNOOLSi IM SUKVUY . 



18 



2,M 



ITMS OL IK 0» 12 ^A 15 1« 
IT It 24 ^ 41 44 49 

1 STUOCNTS 
. 2 TEACHCJtf 



ITCNS 13 1* 20 21 23 24 29 
10-.S3 34 ^ 
' 1 STliPEMTS 
2 TuCHCItS 



KiiiwdL 

ITEMS 04 2« 29 31 
»1 

2 TCACMCiS 



34 42 43 



I7CNS 02 03 07 lO 11 22 35 
17 as 39 

1 «TU0EIITS , * 

2 TuCHEItS 



ITENS 04 09 40 45 44 47 
»• 50 51 

'2 TtACHiJlS 



SHOULD BE 



tMTlNUlV 



S«4Q 



2^ 
S«29 



1«Q3 
3.44 



2^ 
3.29 



3.04 

3«5fi 



3«M 



3. 
3.15 



3«49 
4^07 



3« 
3«M 



4.22 
3.*4 



314 

309 ; 




DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 

IS 



OOM-002 



M/10/T6 



SCHOOL NAME 



ALL mOOLi SCHOOLS 



OEfl^'VOCATienU. coucatiqiul 

'sys tIm'name 



IKUi 
fITY 
ICOU 



ITEM 
MO 



raUfl L£ADC»S^ 

poiir OF 



4T 



52 



4.32 



4.M 



rou 
rniiks 



PUIS WArs 



PIOfLE 



LiMEAS 



03 



IIIMtlVIMft.TVIMCSk 



raiM 

IN 9%ti 



vou 



•0S1 

vou 



THE 

rou 



ALL 
IRE 



ME 



ITfK 



CRITICAL ITEMS 
STUDENTS 



10 ITEMS ttlTH HI6MEST INTEMKITV ^U»EU 



KMCM MGM IT IS FROM. YOUA 



ttEIT 
INFjDRTJIIT. 



OUARIXEII 



eiscuu 

Ito IMMOVE 



DM YOUR 



PiEIS C4M TARE PART IN 



LIA MAS 



MLI 



HUH 
TM0I Tfl 



ORR 
IIAVI • 



HORK TOiRTMER 



TO 



IMARS 01 



vou IN HAYS MUCH MAKE 



SO THAT you OR VQUt 
DK IS IONS. 



IMHDVE 



(TMI- 



DIRECTtlONS FOR IMP IQVl RENT 



LiU>CRS 
01 FAIN i 
SI) HIROIlkTia 



61 



TME 

SO ' 



WITH YOU OR YOUR 
TMIN6S. 



TNEIR PEERS ANO 
MARE THE DECISIONS. 



SUMMARY .bF. ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY . 



COALS. AMD TAKS. 



SU lOROUl RTES*' UEAS 



tOLKEAMES* 



THAT 
lUKlNR 



ORfiAUa^tiSI 



SUAOROIftfcTC 
BECISUMS. 



SU lOROIR ITS 



COfALS. METNOM 
UTUIEES. 



MOT ONLV 
PRSACH 
SIKTATIOhl 



INCREASE 
MTES TO 
^IKMOVIMB 



MUIR WITH YOU AND YOUR PEERS 



LIAOERS 
0« MNATtiS 



TO SET THE JOS DONE 
THIMSS* 



LIAOERS EST. 



TC I 
IMB. 



PfiOPU HMD f ARE DECISIONS WHICH AFFECT .LIAOERS 



THINGS YOU FACE. 



RE UIEO tUT SMaRMMUIl 



SHOULD BE 

""freq"ue'ncV~ 



OtlERVA^I 
TUFQH 
AM UT 



VEH THE Ul« CSNSIMIUriai 



IMPUr PER MrSRilMlRB 



UL__ _ 

sMouU 



OPPHITEIIITIES f » SiMORH- 



TAil A 

THE 



URUCTi 
U H iMriRAlCTl lll M 



MAI* 



CKULES :D0fHU1IWE 



ST RUCTURE 
EXERT .A 



oROAWiAnam cidtCTiwu 



INFO IN4»IQN 



ICTIMS 



SHEiOA 



IE SlttUCrURB) 



iNPur IS 



AU9 tl 



M»i ACTtlVE 
Of ERAIIQM 



UH A 



SftDUU ENAIU 



I Mil IVE 



SUBOIBIIUlU' VERY 



iniMCTURE MMICH 

ursiuLTiciu 



Wm RNIMITES 

FCR ACMIEV-f 



ROUE 



UMCBISIAMI 



ATT^TK TO 
FROM 



ICTIMTIES S40ULD 



A. U AMR SNIP II AP* 



AS 



IRE 
IRE 



USE) FOR 



IIQUIOtD 



PART 

OF IMC 



RPPRE- 
IM 



□eR.12 



INTENSITY 

-SCORE 



PLAN ACTION 
RAOE lAkEN 



IN 
SfcHOCLJ 



MOtLSNS 



315 



-5 
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DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCHOOL C00€ 



OOM-002 



nEPOOTOATE 



M/ia/76 



SCHOOi NAME 



ALL mOOLE SCHOOLS 



OeFTHJ VpCATIOMAL BMICATlONAL 

SYSTEM name" 



SUMIAAV OF. ALL SCMOOLS IN SUAVEY 



18 



4.AI 



MO 



rou 



»fM»_yA« 



roui 
vou 



roui 



INFO MAT UM 



49 



41 



PEOrM 
ABC 



rou 



ITU 



LEAPCftS 



LEADCU 



PCOPLE BELQM 



iroul 1 

INFO RMATkOir 



MiOEO HMft 



hHO MM 
01 JM 



9N MNAT 
USED TO 



EAOBU 



LiABMS 



rMlMtS AU ORCANIlCfl 
PACK CAI Mgir A»(K 



SHApe 

rou 



CCTS 



10 ITEMS WITH NISHUT INTENSITt SU»CS. 



DECUIOHS MMICU ATFECT 
THIMCS VOU FACE. 



WLr 



rou 00 ANO HOU UCLL 
HELF SOLVE PAOSLENS* 



THE K Tfl 



mis 



CRITICAL. ITEMS 
TEACHEAS 



MRECT lOMS FOI ' IMP UWi KENT 



LEADERS 
OF 



OF POATUM ITIES:fai Sli WMfljlMAT UMk ITIC t-» . 

m own nev cw rioii 



TMEV UUM AtOUT "HOM 
VOU. IMPftOVE. 



LE IDEAS 

USE 

•EM4VI0II 



ANO BACA VOU UP. 



vmUt SUSDAOIMTiS NAKI.IIISTAU5* 



IM FORMAT ION 



FCA COOFBRAIUNI. 



cu 



I THEIR PEERS ANO 
MARE THE DECISIONS. 



CLCSE T9 VCifR LEADERS. 



MITH 



YOU MOST ALL THE 
OR MANT* 



BECAUSE OF iTHE WAV 
MORA TETHER* 



SO THAT VOU OR YOUR 
PtCISIONS. 



TKE 
SO 



(NOM AMI UNOmTIND 
~ rSRV.HpLL. 



SUDOR HMASM* 



NAME Am EFFC RT* I D< 01 TRIM 



IMFO^TtUW 
TO 



USEG: 



IBANCE. 



Ml ONLY 
FRJACN 
SEMTATION 



LEADERS 
SillORDIi 
MELL AS 



BASED UPM 



TESt LEAOl 



ISEQUATi 



PEOPLE' I 
OP El 
INB 



OPERATIVELV 



THAT 



AS 



ABOUT SUHRBINATU It USED 



SHDUkO 

B)E usn 



SUBOMIR UtS 



0RCAU2AII0I 



HAKIHC fllCTliONi. 



^BOUI 
POSITIKlB 



PROBLEM 



Jim 



AH* 



Sil lORDIR ATES ASOM HJiP ROBL 



M T»e OBCi 



ON 



SHOULD BE 

FREQUENCY 



N cN«BrtMiirus» 



mOF USI DMAl > PM ILCP I- 



CPWUIICAIUM 

r.CETCimUl 



AS 



in^MinKrFocr 



vSUMRDINATES' 



lOLVINO 



A LEADER MIP 
BJT SLIB0R9INA 
ALSA Dl 



AHIilAriSN 
PRDBLEI^ 

EOMLS 



SHD JLi 

uMate input 



MOB .ENS 



EFFORT ill UMDEMSTANO 



UIO 



TEAI AP- 
rC REPRE- 
IICUIOE) IN 



MITM SUIOROr 
PMOflOE 



TUESHCiT 



ilE STMUCrURED 



THESE 



CO^ 
fREAT' 



page**** 



INTENSITY 

m ' 



PLAM^ ACTION 
«AOE lAREH 



316 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 





RVOHTOATI 


Leva 








SCHOOL NAME 




ALL NIOOLC SCMQOLS 


imUM J09i MLk SCMQOtS. IN SUtVtV . 



IS 



i.04 2*49 

•n 2.iEi 



1*21 
• M 2.0C 



ujii 2*sa 

.91 



i.oc 



.41 



2*Ai 



2*21 
2*U 



2*M 

2. tl 

3. 01 



IS 
14 
14 

40 
23 
24 
11 

29 

24 

24 

H. 
5 

4 

2 



21 
23 
23 

24 
44 

24 
15 

32 

39 

32 
21 



11 . 14 
13 



Itf 19 



30 
4 

21] 11 
1 14 

19 

II 

20 

19 

I 
11 

I 



13 
1« 
12 
1 



14 

. 1 
11 
90 



ALL ITIttS 
STUDCNTS TO TIACHMS 
TCACMEAS TO DCn*' HEADS 



TOTAL 

1 SLACK 

2 MUTE 

3 OaiENTAL 

4 ANERICAM INOIAN 

5 MSRTO MCAN 

A MCSICAN ANERICAN 
7 OMAN 



STUDENTS 

1 BLACIC 

2 IMITE 

3 OT HCA 
TEACMEAS 

1 aLACIC 

2 WHITE 

3 OTMEJt 



SHOULD BE 



N 



274 
43 

221 



134 
27 
99 
9 



' A42 
19 
123 
1 



100 
14 
AO 



10 



3| ■ 10 
M ■ 14 

2} 



a2t AS 
tl 

tol^ci 

21 29 



91 217 
21 32 

32 



39 
24 
»4 



24 
34 



29 MM 



12 SiiOO 
9 <1«S9 
22 S«24 



2 3*U 

9| 

3«li 
2^9 



MM 



3*30 
3«94 
J««9 
3*99 



"Tlifi 
SCOSfi 



•79 



•70 

• TO- 



1*09 

•as-s.19 



•90 



•99 



•42 
•34 
•42 
• 14 



4»AS 



S.91 



4»1« 
4. 99 




DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
fov 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 

IS 



SCHOOL C00£ 
0034HW2 


REPORT DATE 


LEVEL 


SCHOOL NAME 


SYSTEM NAME 


ALL NIOOLE SCMOOLS 




SUMNAKY .» ALL SCMOOLS IN SUAVE)' . 



• 93 
•72 



1.01 
I.OO 



1.04 
•94 



2« 



2.21 
2.92 



2.21 
3«09 



2.29 
2.97 



2«*T 
3*11 



2.11 
2.51 



11 IC 

iJ 1 



i ir 22: 31 21 

7 1{ 2; II, 22 



21 29 IS 



III.- J1 



«i 23) 32 
1 9 13 



25 
i 



ITENS 01 02 03 04 09 04 



Oi: YOUR LEAOEAS HAVE FAITH 
AND TAUST IN VOU 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



02 TEAMliOAJl IS USED TO 
IHPAOVE THINGS 
13 I STUDENTS 
II 2 TEACHERS 



D3 you OR YOUR PEERS CAN 
TAKE PART IN 1NM0VIN6 

rniNCS 
12 I siuoms 

II 2 TEACHERS 



04 irCUR LCAdCRS^MOftK NlTil ' 
rOU IN SUCH A HAY THAT VOU 
LIKE TO 00 WHAT THEV EXPECT 
13 1 STUDENTS 
2C 2 TEACHERS 



05 ttnf fQin'jmiiimrrimt 

IN YOUR LEAOERS 
21 1 STUDENTS 
2J 2 TEACHERS 



06 YOUR LEAOERS USE WHAT 
THEY KNOW AMUT HOW YOU ARC 
DOINC TO HCLR YOU IMfROVE 
12 1 STUDENTi^^ 
I4| 2 TEACHERS 



IM 
142 



134 
142 



134 
142 



134 
142 



114 
142 



114 

142 



SHOULD BE 

n'tEbuENCv' 



51 



la 



11 
I 



II 



A5 

42 : 47 



1 .UZ2 
1«M 



2 
41, 



lUO 



l«4fl 
3«70 



3.t2 



Ml 



INTlNtltV 
, ICORS 



• 72 
•44 



•R2 
•40 



•77 
•55 



.74 

•52 



•45 

•42 



5*94 



<4.A0 
1.49 



A. 49 
4««4 



4.91 
4.92 



4«a5 

.4^J0 



318 



DlAQNOSTtC 
SURVEY 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 




18 



1*03 



1*01 tWM «l 



urn . 2»W 41 



mn 



1.0] 
•S3 



•94 



24U 



2.M 
2.71 



«1 



2.M 41 



1 

V 1 



iq 29 . 4« 1 II 

1 .-11 U V 14 



32 14 23 11 
f .* 14 U • II 



23 31 11 . II 
7. U 13. 14 



II 32 
1 



14 



II 23 31 14 U 
4 U 11 . 



IfftKS 07 03 10 U' 42 



07 -Of ClftlO^ M MOC 

rmojoH iiMMooft 

1 STIMMEIIIS 

2 733CHMI 



WNA LUOIIS USCUSl ^ 
MUM VQU OB vow raEilS MAV3 
ro inttOVE 7HIN0S. 
1 STUOfNTS 

2 



SHOULD BE 



or W W mow iwi ^nwr 

lit MAYS milCH HAKE. VOU F6EL 
IRTOOTAIfr 

1 STUOCNIS 

2 TEACMEAS 



110. VOU u vouft 3au mn 

PAAI IM flARlHft OCCUIONS 
HHtCH AFPfiCT.tVOU 

1 STUOEJif S 

2 7EACHE0S 



IS nUM .VOIA POINT OP VIEH 
2K 111. 4 I STUDE«TS 
U 14 I] 2 7EAaCAS 



12 7AiJE AID COMPLETE. INFOA^ 
NATION IS U3E0 TO RATE UMAT 
rat AM). VOUR PfEAS 00 
la 1 ITUOENTS 
12 2 TEACNEAS 



134 
142 



134 
142 



134 
142 



134 

142 



134 
142 



134 
142 



43 U*4 

SI <i. 



43t..l|^ 3 

SI :: 



41 - .1 

SI V 



u 



IC 



n 



II 



37^41 



tl 



.31 
17 



31 

U 



22 



, IMI -tOJMSI 



Ml ^ 41 .40 



44 1.41 



tl 



1 Ml 



. 1 
. 43 



KMM .31 

.7(1 



31.4*M 



X ZJm XM :M0ta 
41 J«31 mllJkM 



•71 
•41 



4«m 



3M 



9 



319 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEAOERSHiP 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCMOOLCOOi 


MPOBTDATl 


LEVEL 






OSn- .Hlft MT& 






AIX MIOOLS SCII1X)tS 


%UtmMKh JOB. MA, :KN00LS IM 



IS 



ITEMS IS 14 .15 1« 17 It 



SHOULD BE 



MBM 



• 93 



1 



•M 2.1M 



21 
4 



13 VOU MOH MOW TMIMS AAf 
FMM «0I«. UAMftS* rOINT 
DF VlfM 

1 STUOCNTS 

2 TIACHtAS 



134 
142 



41 
31 



I« 

-1 



1|- Ai 
9 



ITXIAUU AAE TAI UKAT 
rHCV .SMOULD. KNOM IM Al 
iAV <tV .TNOSf INVOLVU 

1 STUOCMIS 

2 TBACHCtS 



134 
142 



4«. 
51 



L 2 



21 



L3 vitt> na ciosc to voor 

LEAOCAS 

1 STUSCMTS 
19( 2 TIACMERS 



M 
M 



.39 :4^«i 
•34 4 



.31 



4^43 



1*03 



1< 
2«7ll 



41 



• 94 

• 31 



1«91 
3«Bfl 



41 



33 2i{ 

2 



134 
142 



f 31 .? 31 

.B(*'25 



19 
13 



U VOUM LIAOCMS LBAV6 YOU 
FREE TO CONTAIN. VOUR 
lEHAVlOR 
9 1 STUOfNTS 
29| 2 TIACNERS 



134 
142 



41 >u 31 
51 



LI bMN UCIftUNi AU NAM 
nCY ARE 3ASC0 OM. WO VOU 
rHlNK IS RIOHX AW raM 
11 1 STUOCNTS 
19| 2 TCAPICRS 



•34 S*«A 

.40.4^^. 



31 

31 -149 



3^34 



.99 



•4»^ 



•94 
•91 



2*11 
2. 99 



13 



134 
142 



31 



S 
49 



Ml 



• 37 
•91 



^93 



1^01 



^•4« 
3.21 



U VOU HIiJiAlMLV MilH 
rOUR LCAOERS 
21 l^TUDfNTS 
2i| 2 TIACHCRS 



134 
A42 



41 t .4 

51 :. . 



30^43 

M 1 



.3 
49 J*44 



320 



7 




DIAQNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for * 
LEAD€R8HTp 
IMPROVEMENT 



8CHO0L00M 


PVPOmOATI 


LEVEL 




04/14/74 


oerT-)> .ria& ARTS 



SCHOOL HAin 



ALL NIOOLf SCHOOLS 



8V8TEM KAME . 



lUIWAn Of MX SCMOOkS. IN MVST . 



IS 



•4 - Uta 4 13 21 >1 



t.M 41 



UM 
I.4i 



<o41 



2* 77 



2*21 
2.41 



1 

. 41 



1 IC 



FREQUENCY 



14 



• 19 17 . Ifl 



: 11 
IQ 



11 
14 



ITIHS If 20 21 22 23 24 



If YOU OR TOUR rSSRS CAN 
BRIM AtOUT CHANCiS IM 
POLICIES 

1 STUOEMTS 

2 7EACI«RS 



0 lOUS HnrVXTS'TD 
IWROVE TH1N«S CONE f RON 
ALL CONCERNED 
4 1 STUDENTS 
19 2 TEACHERS 



21 TUU OR' TOW raEHS~XAI6~ 
HELr CHANCE. HOH TNtN6S ARE 
DONE 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



22 IMEN VOUBTTEXDEIS ICWW 

rOUR IDEAS THEY mv TO 
■ USE THEN 
II 1 STUDENTS 
II 2 TEACHERS 



21 TUU SHARt lUUR mLINKl 

MITN YOUR. LEADERS 
la 1 STUDENTS 
14 2 TEACHERS 



Z4 YOU ARE ABLE TQTnHUNE 
THINGS 
11 1 STUDENTS 
1 2 TEACHERS 



134 
142 



134 
142 



134 
142 



114 
142 



134 
142 



134 
142 



49 

91 



49 

91 



49 
91 



49 
91 



49 
91 



4S 
91 



SHOULD BE 

^frequency" 



11 



20 33 2« 



V 17 



27 20 49 3*32 



31| 42 
27 



'23 



20 
. 21 



1. 2.9 < 



1 1.20 
49 1.47 



49 1.4E 



1 1*02 



2.43 
3.17 



49 l.Sfl 



..••©5 



iimauTY 

SCORE 



uuxx 



•9fl 54 If 
«40 .4.4* 



•91 
•40 



•«4 
•99 



•91 
•71 



•93 
•43 



•02 
•41 



4.24 
4*44 



9* 01 
9^19 



^49 
3«94 



3*19 
l^tO 



4.72 
4.07 



321 



317 




OlAQNOSTtC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEAOCRSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCHOOtCOOC 


RCPOfrroATi 


tfVEL 


009^002 






OflTT-t .FUa. AllTS 


8CH00CNAMV 


SYSTEM NAME 


ALt MIMlf KMOOLS 


SUMURVvQIt JHLL iSUnOkt- IN S4WVCY . 









is 


















SHOULD BE 















FBECUENCV 




ITCaiC 7<1 ^1 94 tta 


N 






FRPOOtNCV 






















l_ 




- **_ 


■ ■ B>W <9 *C CV 


% 


7 


AN 


8 


0 


8 

AA 




«<i<a 


ItMOMO 

Ointroi 


















29 VOUft LXAOUS SMOU THAT 








































THE MOM OOMf IV. VOI AMD 








































rouA recAS is^ iNmrANT 




























I 




23 


32 


23 


AJ 




134 


45 


• i 


. 4 




M 


41 




3«2i 


.42 




1*04 








6 


. 14 


12 


2C 




142 


9] 






1 


22 


2a 


-49 


S«9J 


• 59 


4^ 


— 

















24"V0(rSHaE VOiW MOBLBtr 








































HlTM YOUA LSADEAS 




























] 


a 


44 


M 


13 




1 STUOCNTS 


- 134 


4S 


• 1 


• 14 


. 32 


22 


22 


1 


2^1 


1«0| 


3.32 


• 91 


2*94 






5 


li 


IS 




2 TEACMEJIS 


142 


9] 






IX 


20 


21 


49 


3*21 




•74 


2.79 



















17 YOU OA YOUK PICAS CAM 








































UlINC A0OU7 CMAJMCS IN IMAT 








































IS DONE 
























• M 


2«0Y 


2 


10 


29 


40 


14 


7 


1 SfUOCNTS 


134 


.49 


- li 


. 4 


24 


30 


.22 


' I 




•03 


-4*12 


• 93 


t*9S 


4« 




4 


22 


19 


IQ 


2 TEAOCftS 


' 142 


91 






-4 


. 25 


20 


4« 


MM 




4^ 


















Li L^AMkS fUvlOC OuUlCfiS 








































FOR YOU TO UOAA MIVH YOUR 








































PEERS IN FRiCNOtY MAYS 
























1.00 


2.2J 


4 


.4 


22 


S7 


19 


14 


1 STUDENTS 


134 


49 


i 2 


• 


. 21 


: 34 


33 


- 2 


tM 


•95 


.3^90 


.94 


2^ii 


4i 


1 


5 


13 


20 


13 


2 TEACNERS 


. 142 


91 


: 1 




' 9 


23 


23 


49 


3*34 


•44 


3.9* 


















» imU NOT IH CMiUE SWU 
4S NUCH CONCERN AROUT A JOS 








































BEING DONE AS 00 LEAOERS 
























•91 


2«lfl 


4 


14 


24 


31 


20 


4 


1 STUDENTS 


134 


49 


11 


2 


11 


39 


. 30 


4 


s«af 


•01 


9*U 


• 97 


2«M 


41 


4 


5 


20 


12 


12 


2 TEACHERS 


142 


91 


2 




■ 4 


27 


. If 


49 


J.29 


• 42 


3.09 


















3d YOU AND. YOUR »ERS TELL 








































IT "LIKE IT IS" TO YOUR 








































LEAOEKS 


























2.34 


4 


11 


21 


? 30 


, 11 


14 


1 STUDENTS 


134 


49 


U 


4 


22 


ai 


34 


2 


3.03 


•«1 


3.70 


• » 


9* 11 


41 


1 


1 


13 


19 


22 


2 TEACHERS 


142 


51 






3 


u 






MM 


•40 


3.14 
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OiAQNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



003*-002 



SCHOOL NAME 



REPOWT DATE 



ALL MIOOLi SCHOOLS 



IS 



1.00 
1.03 



2.21 
3«U 41 



3«0S 



2. 
3*03 



12 21 ^ 14 la 19 



23 
6 



SI YOU HAVE A CMANCC TO 
SNOW CONCBM fOtt OTHEIIS 
1 STUDENTS 
f| 21| 2d 2 TEACMERS 



19 

a 



VOU COWUNICATE UJTM 
LEAOEIIS TO M£L» IHfWWC 
rtUNCS 

Sil 21]. .a 1 STUOEMTS 
13 17 11 2 TEACHERS 



IT 
19 



ITEMS 31 32 33 34 as 34 



OErr-<;FlME ARTS 



SYS TE M NAME 



11 

23 



lACR voo ur 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



FfORI ANU 



SUMNARV-4)f( ALL SCHOOLS- IN SURVEY . 
__ SHOULD BE ' 



— iNTWirnr 



N 



134 
142 



134 
142 



134 
142 



% 



49 

51 



49 
51 



23^ 40 
SO 



31 

:3M 



4 3.X0 



4«|Ma 



2 S.01 

4«l MI 



94 iWn 



.99 
.49 



••9 
•49 



4»ac 

4. St 



4^M 



1.01 
• 99 



28 
4 



~14 YOUR LEADERS TRY TO CIT 
. rOUR IDEAS 
31} 22| ' 12 1 STUOCHTS 
IS 14 1] 2 TEACHERS 



' 134 
'142 



49 

• 51 



14 



3 R»U 
49 Ml 



•aa ««M 



i^oo 

•91 



2*19 
2*32 > 4f 



27 

i 



T ftS. VAUA LfAURS USC VOQr~ 

H£L» TO SOLVE A 

•MUMLCN 
; laj ' II 1 STUDRHTS 
14 17 . 1] 2 TiACMRS 



13^ 
142 



49 C.I 



21 



•14 



2 ZM 
41 M4 



•97 
•49 



3 • Ifl 

•94 un 



24 



12 • 14 



14 YOU AKF 
MVE HELR TS OTHOIS TO HARi 
IHINM RiTTiR 

1 STUOtNTS 

2 TEACHERS 



134 
142 



'-49ttii. 



••1 Mi 



323 
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DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCHOOL cooe 


R^WtTOATI 


LCVO. . 


00B^002 




Of ff«-> .MIC A«7& 


SOHOOtNAlB ' 


- tYmMHAME 


ALL ntOOf fi .SCHOOLS 





18 



TENS JT 3« af 40 41 42 



SHOULD BE 



1.03 
.91 



1] 21 



2.2i 
2.M 



12 



27 
19 



IT OCCISIONS AAE RAOE 6V 
rNOSE CLOSE TO THE PROiLEN 

23. 14 ' 1 STUDENTS 
15| • iq 2 T8ACN&IS 



21 



134 
142 



31 



.M<^tS^ 

n 



vnmes 

MICH AffSCJ 
1)F4TMC 

1 S 

2 TEi 




114 
142 



AO 



A4 



4 



3 40 



>ao 



•03 



•«T 

•52 



• 91 



2»32 
2«71 



41 



11 



1.99 
2* 04 



12 



3J 



11 



• Ofl 
.91 



2*11 

2. 



19 vou OS vouk mts ^ 

INFLUENCE HHAT HAPMN4 TO 

11 1 StUOCNTS 
14| 2 TCACNENS 



10 oCCltlflMi iiC HAOC IM 
SUCH A NAY .TNAT YOU 00 NOT 
HINO CAMV1N6 fHEN OUT 
1 STUOCNTS 
19j 2 TEACMEAS 



114 
142 



It 



19 



•9S 
•AO 



Ml 



1A4 
142 



Lit 



II 



HEUIO UBW UTi DQ8I~il1 
CAUSE VOUN LIAOEU AND 
PURS HONK TOOETNEN 

10 1< STUDENTS 

11 2 TUCHCNS 



1S4 
142 



A«U 



•03|<t.0i 

.4^ 



2MI 
MM 



•91 



•oa 

•02 



2.42 
S.ift 



12. YOUR LSAOEAS TOY .fO 6iT 
rOU TO REACH JIION COALS 

1 STUOCNTS 

2 TEACHERS 



1J4 
142 



J| 

2 



41 V 



4 MOM 



11 031^49 <»i« 



•9J<»«iO 



320 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 

fOf 

....... LEADERSHIP 

IMPROVEMENT 



SCHOOLCOOf 


IWPOnTDATI 


LEVEU 


003A-002 


OWIO/74 




SCHOOLNAMI 


SYSTEM NAME 


ALL MIOOLC- SCHOOLS 


WmUMt .OE ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVCV . 




2*11 



Iflj 20| 11 29 
14 li 



24} .111 U 19 
13 Ifl 



--ITeilS 43 44 4S 44 47 40 



k3 VOU TAKE rAAT IN JUDCMC 
raUR rCRFQWIAMCC 

1 STUOCNTS • 

2 TtACMCIIS 



li 



U. VOW »aU ACCf IT yHAT" 
IS EXfECTfO V 'THEN 

1 STUOCNTS 

2 TEACNCaS 



iS VMiil iliOUS mU UITH 
rOU ANO VOM rSEHS. IN 
FaiCNOLV .WAYS 
U 1 STUOCNTS 
24 2 TEACMCM 



YOOrCiUEU USE WXT~ 

ricv ,*riM). OUT* tq nake 

TNINOS UETTCJI 
' I'STUOMTS 
2 TCACMEAS 



SHOULD BE 



1S4 
142 



1S4 
142 



134 
142 



II 



It >S . 32 
1 14 . S3 



iS 



312 31 
14 32 



31 



3«04 
44 8.54 



.2M 
3«4C 



3.22 
3.42 



SCOIE 



•49 
•44 



•94 
•59 



•T4 

•37 



m 



4»23 



4*14 
4.19 



4.44 

«2««3 



1.01 
I*OC 



23 
4 



. 14 

. 19 



134 
142 



^34 



fHAT VOU OH V0U4 rssu urn 

4fL» NACt-OCCISlONS 
1 . 1 STUOCNTS 
11 2 TCACNEU 



134 

142 



234 
2% 



4 

44. 



Ml 



•91 
•42 



S.I4 



inVOTTJUJ. you. IOHTHEI~ 
TO 6ET TNE 400: DONE 
Ifl 1 STUOCNTS 
II 2 TEACNENS 



134 
142 



11 



4.:J»U 
44 



Mr 

•52 



5m 

4.09 



321 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADCRSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 



•cHooLooot 




LBVfL 


" — — AtAMam 






OKff* \91ML m% 


: ^mmiw r^^x • ■ ■ 

AIL lUOOLE SCHOOLS 


lUmMKh tm. UX SCMQOLS.IM simvfv 



18 



1*10 



1*U 44 



•99 



2.S4 
2«M 



2* II 

2.73 



4 IC 22 



IC 



19 VOUIl L2A0EAS SHMC HITM 
rOU MOST ALi^THC IiriMfU 

rioM vou Neco ok vmt 

II 1 STUOEMTS 
li| 2 TUCHCKS 



lOmi'TALL CiT AiONC HELL 
IND Ha.» UAH OTHER 
IJ I STUDENTS 
23 2 TEACHERS 



ITEMS 49 SO 51 52 



>l INKl ON WHAT VOU 00 ANO 
Mm NELL VOU 00 IT IS USCO 
rO ICLP SOLVE nUMLCNS . 
I STUDENTS 
III 2 TEACHERS 



9i TME LIAfiEU WMU MHH 
IHEIA vans ANO* PEOPLE IE* 
LOM THENITO NAME DECISIONS 
10 1 STUDENTS 
M 2 TEACNEMS 



SHOULD BE 



134 
142 



114 
142 



134 
142 



49 

^51 



49 

91 



c;4 



'TiiU 



li 



SO 
IS 



.S2 

u 



34K 



i.-Mjq 

4« 



.4 
4« 



9 

49' «^ 



:-«99'< 



•71 



• 99 

ImOC 



2mU 

2ml» 



49 



10 



25 
4 



134 
142 



41 S^l 



326 



322 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPRDVEMENT 

~ IS 



SCHOOL COOE 


REPORT DATE 


LEVEL 


0034-002 






OEPT-T Fine ARTS 


ALL NIOOLE SCHOOLS 


SmVURV^ OF ALL SCHOOLS IN 



suavEY 



2.22 
2*91 



2«M 
2«T« 



2.21 
2«t2 



CONf IMNCE AND TltUST 
ITEMS 01 0« 09 12 14 15 14 
IT It 24 32 41 44 49 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



CONNUNICATION 

ITEMS 13 19 20 21 23 24 25 
90 33 34 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



FACTOR OEFENITIONS 



CONTROL ■ 

ITEMS 06 2t 29 31 34 42 43 
51 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS . 



SHOULD BE 

"frequency 



3«i5 
3«5« 



3.09 
3«45 



3«0i 
3.44 



t.:9ai 



' INTENSITY 



4««9 

•<).00 



4.T2 

4* 2a 



4*2« 
3.W 



2.23 
2»74 



DECUIOIt-HAIIINC ~" 
ITEMS 02 03 OT 10 11 22 35 
ST 3t 39 

1 STUDENTS 

2 TEACHERS 



J«4M 
3^9 



4«4L 
4*39 



INTERACTION INFLUKNCE 

ITEMS OR- 09 2r.40 49 44 47 
%• 90 92 

1 STUOENIS 

2 TEACHES 



2»M 
2^ 



3«U 
3«91 



5.M 
4.JS 



327 



5 % 




DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY. 

I LEADERSHIP 

IMPROVEMENT 



8CHOOLO0OI V- 


fwrnroAH 


UVfL 


OOMHKtt 






;80HOOtftalli-— Tc-:7-. - 


•VSTEM NAME 


ALL NIOOte SCHOOtS 


iumm .w. al&.scmoocSi in suRVfv. 



S 18 



IMTM 

tirr 



ITCK 
NO 



THAI 



incAs rfli Hj rs td upaovE tminu CQntf nan. 



ILL 



CQNCEMf D. 



r 



LIKE TO 



fm^tV CAM TAKE PAAT IM 



10 urn WITH HI6NCST INIUIim.SUMCk 



M»& UirH VOU IN SUCH A MAY . 



BO 



MHAT THIV.CXPE£r« 



UITICAL.flTCNS 
STUOCNTS 



TO 

1 



}III£CTUNIS 



sti KMoiJi itii -Ml m J « w mm mn i 



MOM OUT. 
OOINCj 



IM:JlfASC 
NArfS TO 



IMNO¥Ifl S >TII I.' 



inpouiaViom 



Ml VT OF FMC. 



m ON ALL 



SHOULD BE 



oMminifnH 



TAKIJLilQM 



Llh lit* 



ilAT UNk 9F d « 4 MOO Li 



WT 



Vf LAN ACYIW 



ICON ■ 



lAUi 
lATi 



COKPUITli IflFOWUTION U USED TO 
_ PfiiRS 00, 



Mur .yoi> Aii»>vpim 



4C INT 
Tf UA- ; 
LIUO. 



ui XM$ im mi 



Si XHJ ifti 



17 



OECISJfltt 



AlC. 
TiaNH 



JAOC _ _ _ 

IS AlOir AND PAII 



TNCY .AR£ 4ASC0 ON 
li*. 



COWUiTf 



AMI 

CAtrHCNCOL ^AMMUpft 
F^iuU. IDiCISIMi 



f.tO 



11 



mut 



POIIIT OF 



52 



PiOPLf ■ELO« 



I.9S 



41 



LIA9CNS 



HAVI FAITH AM) TJtUST IN VOU. 



IHftTiTHCr 
S«JI0M»UIIl4sCAI 
flATIONALlTj 



LEAMASI AMU HQM IT IS FMM.yOUN 



LfAOEM 



MOM 



HfUEO MBNA UTS 



L«AMSS 



. OIIAIM 

su mwoiKatm 



HUM TNEIR PUAS ANO 



NAKC THE DECISIONS. 



NOr ONLVl^ll 
H DACH 
SCMTATIOkl 
HAIIN6 



tlflii LAi I NA li » I * SUCH A MAT .THAT. tPU DE :i f lOlfc 

w iBT II nST Cm! rlM ^H0i OUT • . iwruiixr 



OOiE EECAUSe OF (fNC UAV ^ 



ANflLTaiS NONA TO0fTNEA« 



. Esr« nil «o 



ataiNATI;HIFI 



AferAttteLik^'MtaAC 



iMEiN 

Mil 



^lONS 



A^Bl^HPONi 



LTI 

¥9m 



KIIIM. 



AF ^ 

iinAMiJriEiiu*^. 



ourconct. 



_^ tih».Tiill|ilBi 

QFfBUTIvfifVl.toiMBi 



At' 



urn 



i^tCOK 





INTENSITV 




6 a 




SCHOOL oooe 


MPOflTDATI 


LEVEL 


OOM-OOO 


OWIjO/74 


OVERALL STSTIN 



SCHOOL HAMC 



ACIUISS SCMOOLS 



SUNNMY OF. ALL SCNQOLS 



ALL I fens 

OTMBI CttTIf ICO 



TOfAL 

1 ALACK 

2 MHITC 

3 OAiaiTAL 

4 AMEAICAJI INOIAM ' 
9 riCATO AlCAN 
6 MEXICAN ANEftlCAN 

^7 CUBAN 

OlMER CCATIFICO STAFF 

1 BLACK 

2 WHITE 

3 OTME« ^ 



N 



962 

70 

490 

1 
1 



942 

70 
490, 
2 



100 
12 
BT 



100 
12 
B1 



SHOULD 

FREOUENCY 



IN SUftVCV 

Ibe 



INTtNiitV 



90 
25 
31 



M 
29 
19 



32 
37 
31 
34 



39 3«3« 
23 3«3« 
• 34 S«3« 

2 3«4« 

lOOi 



35| 3«B« 
23 3«3« 
34 3«Bf 
31 3*49 



•4B 

• 70 
•47 
•47 



X, 



•4B 

• 70 

• 47 
•47 



9.19 
5«32 
^39 
9.20 



3.J9 
9^32 
5.39 
^•20 



330 



327 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT 

is 



SCHOOtCOOE 


RCPOflT DATE 


LEVEL 




003^000 


06/10/ 76 


OVERALL SVSTeM 


PA0l«^02 


SCHOOL NAME 


SYSTEM NAME 


ACftOSS SCHOOLS 




SUNNARV OF ALL SCNOOLS- IN SUHVCY 





1.11 



•93 2.M 34 



• •3 



l.OC 



2*21 



I] 



10 27 



IS 



ITEMS 01. 02 09 04 05 06 



21 



2C 



19 



01 YOUR LEADERS HAVE FAITH 
AMO TRUST IN YOU 

4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 



'D2 TEANWIRK IS VSEff 70^ 
IMPROVE THIN4S 

6 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 



SHOULD BE 

"frequency ' " -"^3 



03~Yixroir vouR~PiFRS~cai 

TAKE FART IN INFROVINC 
THINCS 

6 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 



M nMjCTiEAOERS MRK «1IH 
rOJ IM SUCH A MAY THAT .YOU 
LIRE TO DO IMAT THEY fXFCCT 
4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 



~SS: VfiU HAM MITH iSSrtmt 
IM YOUR LEADERS 
2^ 4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 



io«: vout Luow isi var 

THEY JCNOM AROUT HOH YOU ARf 
D0IN6 TO HELf . YOU INFROVC 
^ OTHER CERYIFIED STAFF 



362 



Ml 



IM • 1 



Mm 



11 



11 



39 



34 



INTENSITY 

.,SCORE. 



i3m 



• 01 



39 3.47 .62 6. OR 



5«49 



Ml 



•69 



41 > 4.^ 



4.fl 



331 

328 




DiAONOmC 
(URVEY 

IJW LEAOf RIHIP 

IMfBOVEMENT 















ilH ■■■ . 1 M/WM. . 1 


MHU 




i.. 
















ftCftfftf" ffttitfttt 




urnhM 


K Mir f W 


MSI ill SlttVfV ^ 





18 



ITtM •? M' M M U-.ia 



SHOULD BE 



u ci u 



« ia 



~^4D7 MCISIIM& lUM 
4 OTHtt CffltrVUO 



M i1 



IIITM VOU OR VOW rKM MVS 
rO. MMOVE TIUN6S. 

4 OTMtt CSKTirUO STAFF 



5*2 



•47 



12 



If 



or vow LIAOCftS TUAT VOU 
I IN UAVS MHICM MAAC VOU KB. 
, INPOBTAMT 
11 4 OTMCA CUTVlfO STAFF 



10« 



IS 



S*S4 



14 



iS 



10 VOU OA VOUft FSSAS TAKE « 
PAAT IM MUUMO OfiCUiONS 
MUCM AFFtCT VOU 

4 OTMBl XtniiFUO STAFF 



IOC. 



Ml 



AS 



.49 



.9S 



14 



<3 



'li vow LtAMAS BMflM HOM II 
IS FftOn VOUA FOIMT OF VIEU 
4 OTMai CERTIFUO STAFF 



542 



SI 



s.a4 



4.Ji 



l*Ai 



11 



11 



L2 TKUE AM CORFtSTi IMFOA 
RATiOM IS USC9 TO RATI W<AT 
. rou AMD VOW riERS 00 

11 4 oTNfR cnririEO staff 



542 



iOfl 



11 



41 



as 



MS 



•52 



4.J4 



\ 



332 

329 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
fdr 

LEADERSHIP 
IMPRDVEMENT 



SCHOOL COOC 



0094-000 



SCHOOL NAME 



ACaOSS SCHOOLS 



VfVEL _ 
S YSTEM NAME 



SUMNAJUF^ QF ALL SCNOOLS IN SURVEY 



• 9] 



2«2i 



S3 



2.«9 



$ 27 II 



19 



10 



2a 



ITEMS IS 14 IS 14 IT 14 



IC 1] 



23 



14 



13 VOU UMOU HOM TMllttS AM 
fWOm YOUR LCA0B(S« KIINT 
OF ¥IEH 

4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 



14~ft:rADEKS ARE TO.D'BIUT 
THEV SHOULD KMM IN AN OFSII 
MAY OV TNOSC INVOIVEO 

4 OTHER CCRTIFIEO STAFf 



i5^wHrFHt"co»r:^nrwHjR 

LEA OCRS 

4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 



U 



YOUR LUOEtS LCAV£ VOU 
FREE TO CONTROL VOM 
UNA¥IOR 

4 OTHER CftRTIFUO STAFf 



IT UH0i OKIIISnS AU IWr 
THEV ARE RASEO OH' INFO VOU 
THINK IS RJfiHZ AND FAIN 

4 OTHa CERTIFIED STAFF 



il TOU ^iiL fUlNDLV NllH 
TOUR LEADERS 
23 4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFV 



542 



S42 



S42 



542 



542 



542 



IOC 



IOC 



100 



IDC 



IOC 



SHOULD BE 

FREQUENCY 



3.33 



39 S.44 



1NTB1SITY 
. SCORE ^ 



Ml 



23 291 



35 



3«2tf .71 3.52 



Mi 



4.M 



4. IS 
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SURVEY 

for 

Jjy LEAO€RaHlP 

IMPROVEMENT 



tCHOQLOOOC 


fVPOIVTOATt 


uva 




Oft/10/1ft 


OVUAIX SVSTU 




•Y8TEM I4AME 


ACaOSS SCHOOLS 


SUMMAKV-AF ALL SCNDOLS. I« .S4MIV0V . 



18 



•1 2.21 93 9 



•5 2«U 33 4 



•C 2.23 33 1 



M 2«2ft 33 1 



•9 2»U 33 4 



19 Sfl iJ 9 



ii 



14 SI 13 9 



20 lOCAS m HAYS TO 
IWKOVE THINCS CONE FAON 
ftU. CONCERNED 
all 19j 7 A- OTHER CERTIFIEO STAFF 



17 25 



IG M 1ft .4 



IS 90 14 4 



ITSRS 19 20 21 22 23 24 



19 VOU 00 YOUO FKRS CAN 
IIUN6 AOOUT CNANOCS IN 
FOLIC lES 

4 OTH« CIATIFIEO STAFF 



21 TOU OA YOM FRCRS CAN 
KELF CHANCE HON TNINCS AAE 
MME 

4 OTHCA CCATIFIEO STAFF 



12 iftlEN TOOR LEAOERS KNOW 
mm. lOCAS THET TAT TO 
JS£ THEN 

4 OTHER CERTIFIEO STAFF 



23 YOU SHARE YOUR FEELlNOS 
MITH YOUR LEAOERS 

4 OTHER CERTIFIEO STAFF 



2% YOU ARE AftLE TO INFROVE 
THINCS 

4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 



SHOULD BE 



ISflHIIir 



942 



542 



100 . I 



100 : I 



lOO 



7 ^ 



100 . I 



U 33 19 39 3«Of .71 



12 



19 



31 



21 



3C 



21 39 3«3i .99 



22 



19 



19 



11 



3«19 



2*94 



3.02 



3.03 



.9«09 



•71 i 



•77 



4^01 
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MM-OOO 




OVEUVL SYSTSII 




•VSTCMNAME 


ACIIOSS SCHOOLS 


UMNAAV Of $kX 'SCMOOUi IM MWVfV . 



IS 



? > 



FHEQUENCY 



u 



14 . SI 



ITEMS 25 24 27 2S 29 10 



14 



Y 01 21 



TOUH LiAOCmS SMM INAT 
MM OOMC •¥ VOU AMD 

irouA rsais is mmiAMT 

ill ; tl| 4 i)TH« -Cf ATlflCO STATf 



24 VOU SHm fOW. PUBOBir 
MITN VOW UAOeilS 

4 OTHCR CEJITIf 1£0 STAfT 



Zl .VUU 01. lUUI wu-cxv 
MIH6 AtOUT XIMMSCS III MUT 
IS OOMC 

4 OTMCft XiftYtf UO STAFP 



M iiAAAM MWiei CMMCGT 

FOft mu Ta MOM M mvm 

M 4 OIHCA XMTlf UO STAP9 



SHOULD BE 



INTMim 



542 



942 



IS IMICH MMCVm AIOir..A M 
HHNO MNC^ 00 LfltMftS 
4 lOTNIJI -CfSriPW STATf 



942 



iOO^. • I 



lOfl. * I 



10Cm:.L| 



II 



91 



17 



<. 9i:.ii 



95 



9«U 



tW94 



MM 



91 Ml 



•72 



71 .4.U 



•70 



9.U 



41 4r99 



H 99:*Adai 



7( •*« 



U 



i0..vou am: V0iir7>ilU' Iter 
IT "LUf.if-ciig^ -ro voin 



942 



tl 



9A«Mi 



>7J -«4W 



335 



332 



DIAONOSnC 
SURVEY 
for 

I^V LEAO€FMHIP 

IMPROVEMENT 



18 



ITtttt SI U 14 SS M . 



SHOULD BE 



93 t^aM . u 



21 > II 



II VOU HAVE A GNANCC TO | 
SHOM XONCBUI m. OTHCAS 

4 01HEJI CUTIMEO STAf r 



S42 



J4 B^.: M M^m 



— 12 W4A UAOCtS .SUP#«r~tii 

lACK VOU UP . 
21 4 OTHCA cm IFUO STAPf 



33 



21 



S42 



11 «>44 



39 



•94 4*«3 



1.01 



33 



13 



II 



13 



IS. VOU CONHUmCAU kaiH~ 
LIAOEAS TO UCIP INMUME 

4 OTHEft CIATEFUO STAT? 



542 



KM,. 



U 



P.M5 



MM 



.5M 



2.U 



33 



11 



14 VOUR LEADERS TRY TO SET 
VOUR IDEAS 

4 OTHER CERTIFIED STATP 



542 



S«2S 



9.41 



1^ 



IS. < 



is,vouR.LiAOE*s vorar 

HEIR TO SOLVE A COMNON 
PROBLEM 

4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 



S42 



loa 



13 



SI 



22 



S«14 



2*9« 



23 



14 VOU ARE EHC0URA6ED TO 
BIVE HELR. TO OTHERS TO JURE 
rHiNCS SETTER 
i«j 13 4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFP 



100 



3S 



• 71 



336 



333 



DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
for 

LEADEnSHIF 
IMPROVEMENT 



SCHOOL CODE 


REPORT DATE 


LEVEL 




06/i0/76 


OVERALL . SYSTEM 



S CHOOL HAME 



ACROSS SCHOOLS 



SYSTEM HAME 



SUMMARY OF ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY 



IS 



FnEOUENCV 



11 



22 



33 



.•1 



2. S3 



i4 



II 



14 



19 



11 



1< 



JTENS 37 3S 99 40 41 42 



IC 



S7 OECISIQNS ARE MADE BY 
TNOSE CLOSE TO THE FRORLEM 
SOURCE 

4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 



" sr 0NFS~ livmmnrEcuiDiB- 

MUCH AFFECT YOU ARE AHARE 
OF THE THINS5 YOU FACE 

4 OTHER CERTIFlEO STAFF 



i^-YSOorvoarFiEHS 

INFLUENCE WHAT HAFFEI6 TO 

rau 

4 OTHER CiRTIFlEO STAFF 



le 



%o OECislcM iRC MaM 

SUCH A MAY THAT YOU 00 NOT 
NINO CARRYING THEM OUT 
10 4 OTHEA CfRTl^UO STAFF 



41 NEUEO WMK Cm DOi)E~VI 
CAUSE YOUR LiAOERS ANp^ 
FEERS UQRK TOfiCTNER 

4 OTHER CtRTIFUO STAFF 



~\Z YOUli LCi6£U TRY TO W 

: VOU TO JIEACH HICN COALS 
21 4 OTNai CERTIFlEO STAFF 



5A2 



54Z 



.542 



100 



lOfl 



IOC 



SHOULD BE 

/freouencv 



J 27 



K 24 



21 



11 



39 



39 



39 



pag|0-0« 
INT6NSITY 

i . 



3*47 



•«9 



9.23 



. 39 



41 



39 3««« 



39 



35 



3.S4 



•99 



•99 



9««7 



4*U 



3.91 



4.43 
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DIAGNOSTIC 
SURVEY 
fof 

ijg LEADERSHIP 

IMPROVEMENT 







LIVfL 








JOMMLL 4VSf 01 




-.^'IMIaLMIIVuV^ 




tVtTIMNAMi 




HMMMUf-AF. ALL SCMDOLS- IN SIAlftV 


\ 



18 



i.ic:i.4i S3 i X9 li 13 h 



M a*«1 33 1 9 to 1« 21 



!•?] B3 4j 3 Z3 Ifi 14 



2.M 



2.«l S3 1 



19 29 



7 21 11 1< 



11 



ITtIS 4S 44 4S 4* 4Y 4a 



%S VOU TAKE PAAT .IM 
rOUR rCRHWIUNCE 

4 OTHER CEIIT IF lEO STAFF 



U'VdOa flERS UCEfT WOT 
IS EXPfCTfiB OF 3HEII 

4 OTHEIK CEATIFIEO STAFf 



VOU* LWEAS UOM MITH 
raU ANO. YOW FCEBS. IN 
FAIEMOLY .MAYS 

4 OTMEA CEATIFIEO STAFF 



19 I 



%4 TOUR LEADERS USE.IMAT 
THEY ."FINO. OUT" TO MARE 
rHINCS SETTER 

4 OTHER CCRTIFIEO STAFF 



»T THINGS ARE ORWailZM SO 
THAT VOU OR YOUR PIERS CAN 
KELP HAKE DECISIONS 

4 OTHEII^CERTIFIEO STAFF 



4S HOST ALL tfORR T06ETHER 
TO 6CT THE. JOS DONE 
H . 4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 



SHOULD BE 



562 



562 



962 



lOQ ■ J 



lOfl 1 



loc: 1 



loa : 1 



1.. 24.Sf 19«««1 



4 21 . SS 34 



2 23 



21 



.39 



30 



39 



3.SA 



4CIMt 



•AS 



63 4*44 



3B 4*43 



.69 



6.47 



338 



335 



DIAQNOSTIC 
SURVEY 

LEADERSHIP 
tMPRQVEMENT 






UVSL. 


OOM-OQO 


iM/ia/7* 


. WitUtLL .SVSYBI 




iYSTEMNAMC 


ftCKOSS SCHQOiS 


SUMURY ». MX SCHOOU, 111 -SURVEY . 



•f1 



It 



11 



IQ 



2J 



23 



la 



11 



ITMS 49 .50 51 52 



19 YOUR LEAOCRS SMMC MITM 
VOU HOST ALL THC IIFOMA 
riOH VDU NEED M M4NT 
l4 4 .OTMER CERTtf IE0 STATF 



10 NOSr ALL GST AiONC UELL 
AND HELP £ACN (IT NEK 
M 4 DTHU CERTiraCO STRFP 



Wki MELL. VOU DO IT ;iS USED 
ro HELR SfX.VB MUMLEHS 

4 OTHER CERTiriEO STAff 



12 iHt LlioiRi MAR ttt«M 
rHEIR FURS JMOI f EflTLE Ue- 
LOH TNEM rra NARl. OfiCISIQHS 
4 JITMER XERTIFIEO STAPf 



542 



542 



542 



lOfl 



io<i 



im:,i 



21 



21 



27 



,57 



42 



19 5.M 



19 



4.49 



•52 



U19 . 



SmMi .44 



19 4«4C 



^44 



3^39 

336 







DMONOtnC 
SURVEY 




















LCAOERaH!P 




fitfi 






IMfnOVEMENT 


flfftfftf iffHOPit MMIMV-^ 






.18 




■■m' SHOULD BE 








am 


FAEQU€NCY 


N 


% 


FREOOEf 


ICV 




MMd 


OI«UION 






1 

AN 


> 8 


■ 0' 


4 ■ 
AA 


7 




e 


7 




! 


■^^ y ■ 




* • 




> 




1 


MMf IMMCt AM0. TMIST ' 

imu 01 9%i Of- 12 as i« 

17 at 2« J2 41- 44 .4f 

4 jmn «miFico staff 






•'<^ 




W' 

i-au'.'. 








:M1 


O 


.:flwii 


• 

■ d 














.'1 


UMMMICATUM 

ITCItt la 19 10 21 ^23 24 25 
iO SS S4 . 

4 ofiMai -cuiTtfifo vim 


• 












. 7 












% 

MM 














CONTIUL 

mm 04-30 29 31 14 42 41 
91 

4 OTHCO XClTIf 110 STAFF 


















V, 

M9 




4»9i 
















■■ - 
■ \ 


»CCillO»!-MUllW 

ITUIS 02 01 07 10 U 22. 19 

17 11:.1« 

4. OTMSl CdTIFICO STAFF 

< 














e. 




1«14 






















INTUACTIOM. INFLUEACE 
ITEMS OA 09 27- 40 49 4* 47 
41 60 92 

4 OTNEII CEKTIFIED STAFf 
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